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ABSTRACT 
The objective of this dissertation is to explore the meanings, significance, and 
functions of sacred space developed in the Hebrew Bible. A wide range of categories, 
models, and geographical forms of biblical sacred space will be presented: the cosmos, 
Mt. Zion, the Land of Israel, Jerusalem, the Temple, the Tabernacle, sanctuaries and 
sacred sites, the high places (b  ôt, twmb), and the micro-scales of cultic installations, 
such as the Ark, altars, sacred poles (ʾ     m, ~yrva), and sacred pillars (        , 
twbCm). From a biblical point of view, the two realms of the sacred and the profane co-
exist. The sanctity of a place can be restricted and intensified to a certain zone of space or 
micro-scales of cultic installations. It can also be extended to a wider scope of space, 
such as the entire sanctuary, the entire city, the entire land, or the cosmos. 
These models of sacred space used in the biblical texts reflect the manifestation of 
the specific worldview that is governed by the concept of holiness and the particular 
concepts of God associated with the notions of divine dwelling presence, divine glory, 
 viii 
 
and divine rest. The Israelite model of sacred space emphasized in a particular biblical 
text can also represent related transformations of the functions, meanings, and 
significance of the concepts of sacred space. For instance, the establishment of the 
Temple of Solomon in Jerusalem signifies the transformation of the legitimate place of 
worship in ancient Israelite religion, from a dynamic model to a permanent, static one. Its 
meanings, significance, and functions are now contingent upon the fixed location in 
Jerusalem.  
This dissertation provides evidence of the plurality of meanings, significance, and 
functions of the concepts of sacred space in the Hebrew Bible. This exploration of the 
biblical concepts of sacred space includes a discussion of various issues: defining forms, 
sources of sanctity, rules of access and boundaries, and contexts and uses of biblical 
sacred space. The exploration also includes consideration of the distinctive intentions of 
various biblical writers and their perspectives on geographical and spatial realities.  
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1 
THE CONCEPTS OF SACRED SPACE IN THE HEBREW BIBLE:  
MEANINGS, SIGNIFICANCE, AND FUNCTIONS 
 
CHAPER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 Statement of the Problem  
The purpose of this dissertation is to explore the meaning, significance, and 
functions of sacred space expressed in the Hebrew Bible. This study seeks to argue that 
the models of sacred space used in the biblical texts reflect the manifestation of the 
specific worldview that is governed by the particular concepts of God and the concept of 
holiness in space, time, and person, which is based on the principle of separation.
1
 
Furthermore, this study aims to demonstrate how the model emphasized in a particular 
biblical text can represent related transformations of the functions, meanings, and 
significance of the concepts of sacred space. The dissertation will also demonstrate how 
different emphases or transformations in models of sacred space can convey the 
distinctive intentions of various theological traditions.    
Sacred space is an important component in the history of religion, and the term 
sacred space is a key phrase for scholarly inquiry. Many facets of sacred space have been 
                                                        
1
 The idea of the Temple as a microcosm, an image, and an epitome of the World, for instance, 
reflects a worldview that binds the creation of the World with the construction of the Tabernacle or the 
Temple. For further study on the idea of the connection of the World to the Temple, see Joseph 
Blenkinsopp, Prophecy and Canon, University of Notre Dame Center for the Study of Judaism and 
Christianity in Antiquity 3 (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1977), 61-62; Moshe 
Weinfeld, “Sabbath, Temple and the Enthronement of the Lord – the Problem of the Sitz im Leben of 
Genesis 1:1-2:3,” in Mel nges  i liques e  o ien  ux en l’honneu  de M. Hen i Cazelles, edited by André 
Caquot and M. Delcor (Verlag: Butzer & Bercker Kevalaer; Neukirchenen Verlag: Neukirchen-Vluyn, 
1981), 501-512; Jon D. Levenson, “The Temple and the World,” in JR 64 (1984): 275-298; Bernd 
Janowski, “Der Himmel auf Erden,” in Das biblische Weltbild und sein altorientalischen Kontexte, edited 
by Bernd Janowski and Beate Ego (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001), 229-260. 
  
2 
analyzed by scholars of several disciplines, including anthropologists and other social 
scientists, often generating cross-cultural perspectives. In the investigation of the biblical 
concepts of sacred space, however, several issues and problems are to be noted and 
addressed with careful attention. The first issue raised by this study concerns the task of 
defining sacred space, which becomes the starting point for any investigation of this 
subject: What is sacred space? How is sacred space defined and constructed? The 
conceptualization of biblical sacred space entails a wide range of categories, models, and 
features that goes beyond the simple juxtaposition of the sacred and the profane.
2
 The 
delineation of sacred space includes categories like sacred or profane, ritual or secular, 
natural or supernatural, typical or atypical, as well as various features like liminality and 
direction, ritualization and differentiation, and the intersection between sacred space and 
sacred time. The delineation also includes a wide range of types (cosmological, 
theocentric, hierophanic, historical, hierenergetic, authoritative, and ritual spaces),
 
models 
(ideal or functional, centralized or decentralized, static or dynamic), scales (cosmic, a 
                                                        
2
 See É mile Durkheim, The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life, translated by Karen E. Fields 
(New York: Free Press, 1995; 1
st
 edition translated by Joseph W. Swain in 1915). Durkheim (1858-1917), 
among the first sociologists to study religion, postulated a division of the universe into two categories: 
sacred and profane. Durkheim reasons that these two embrace all things that exist, but that they exclude one 
another. See also Mircea Eliade, The Sacred and the Profane: the Nature of Religion (New York: Harper 
and Row, 1959), who drew on Durkheim’s perspective. Eliade identified the bipolar distinction between the 
sacred and the profane as characteristic of all religious beliefs and understood all sacred spaces as centers 
of the universe where the three cosmic domains of earth, heaven, and the underworld would intersect, and 
as the places where the divine and human could meet. 
  
3 
holy land, a holy city, natural or locally constructed, and micro-scales), and contexts 
(worship settings, rites of passage, pilgrimages, and symbolic or imagined spaces).
3
  
The persistence of the juxtaposition of the sacred and the profane challenges the 
study of sacred space. “In the biblical view,” as Sara Japhet asserts, “the two realms, the 
sacred and the profane, co-exist, and it is both possible and necessary to separate them.”4 
In order to examine the biblical concept of sacred space in its entirety, therefore, one 
“must go beyond what is designated explicitly as ‘sacred.’”5 This dissertation seeks to 
explore the fundamental concepts of sacred space not only by beginning with the Hebrew 
term q d   (vwdq), meaning “holy,” “sacred” used in the biblical texts, but also by 
examining the features, meanings, functions, and models of sacred space and going 
beyond what is termed or described overtly as “sacred.”  
The second issue addressed by this study is the need to give due attention to the 
social aspects of sacred space. Substantial discussions on the ideas of holiness and 
uncleanness in the Priestly material of the Pentateuch provide the essential framework for 
understanding the distinctive priestly worldview that underlies the concepts of sacred 
space.
6
 While understanding the Priestly worldview of holiness and its ritual concerns, 
                                                        
3
 See Roger W. Stump, The Geography of Religion: Faith, Place, and Space (New York: Rowman 
& Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 2008), 301-368, who provides helpful information on categories of sacred 
space and its various forms.  
4
 Sara Japhet, “Some Biblical Concepts of Sacred Space,” in Sacred Space, Shrine, City, Land, 
edited by Joshua Prawer, Benjamin Z. Kedar, and R. J. Zwi Werblowsky (Washington Square: New York 
University Press, 1998), 56. 
5
 Ibid., 57.  
6
 Much of the material that describes the Tabernacle and the Temple in the Hebrew Bible is 
attributed to this Priestly tradition. For a brief description on Priestly (P) material, see Jacob Milgrom, 
  
4 
one must give attention to the social implications of sacred space. There is a need for 
raising many relevant social issues in the study of biblical sacred space. For example, 
access to sacred precincts was directly related to ritual purity, with women excluded on 
the grounds of being, at least to some degree, inherently unclean. The priesthood was not 
open to women; even women of priestly descent were barred from the priesthood. On the 
one hand, the focus on male gender in the priesthood, and the distinction between male 
and female in respect to access to sacred space display important social implications.
7
 On 
the other hand, gender differences can also be employed to achieve rhetorical intentions 
that reflect the distinctive perspectives on sacred space.  
The third issue addressed by this study is the scholarly concern with the motifs of 
the Jerusalem Temple and the city of Jerusalem. “The centrality of Jerusalem as a 
geographical marker and as a unifying symbol for the people of Israel, Judah, and Yehud,” 
Berquist states, “has long been a backbone of biblical scholarship in the study of the 
Hebrew Bible and ancient Israel.”8 Since Jerusalem has been a pivotal space in both the 
national and religious histories of ancient Israel, scholars of the Hebrew Bible have 
tended to put their primary interest in exploring the formation of Jerusalem as a sacred 
                                                                                                                                                                     
“Priestly (“P”) Source,” in ABD, vol. 5, edited by David Noel Freedman (New York; London; Toronto; 
Sydney; Auckland: Doubleday, 1992), 454-461. 
7
 So also did the distinctions between the Israelites and other nations and that between priests and 
non-priests in light of access to sacred space. Access to different parts of sacred space was interrelated with 
one’s social or religious position. 
8
 Jon L. Berquist, “Spaces of Jerusalem,” in Constructions of Space II: The Biblical City and 
Other Imagined Spaces, edited by Jon L. Berquist and Claudia V. Camp (New York; London: T & T Clark, 
2008), 40. For a discussion of the centrality of Jerusalem, see also Ingrid Hjelm, Je us le ’s Rise  o 
Sovereignty: Zion and Gerizim in Competition, JSOTSup 359 (London: Sheffield Academic Press, 2004); 
Melody D. Knowles, Centrality Practiced: Jerusalem in the Religious Practice of Yehud and the Diaspora 
during the Persian Period, SBLABS (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2006).  
  
5 
space, as well as the city’s function as a religious symbol. However, while “Jerusalem’s 
temporal origins have received much more attention,” as Berquist points out, “rarely has 
Jerusalem been treated as geography and as space.”9 The meanings, significance, and 
functions of Jerusalem as geography and space need to be investigated with a renewed 
scholarly approach. Furthermore, the lack of attention given to the other various forms of 
sacred space, including the Tabernacle and shrines, must also be noted. Various other 
models of sacred space examined by this study include the Garden of Eden, sacred sites, 
high places, shrines, pilgrimages, the Tabernacle, the Temple, and a transformed temple-
like society.       
Fourthly, this study seeks to pay attention to details in the texts that have been 
frequently unnoticed or repeatedly overlooked. For instance, in Ezekiel’s vision of the 
new transformed temple-society (Ezek. 40-48), the omission of the name “Jerusalem” 
must be noticed. Since the Solomonic Temple and the post-exilic Second Temple were 
located in Jerusalem, many scholars instantly identify the city as the “New Jerusalem” 
and move onto other issues. The omission of the name “Jerusalem,” as Stevenson rightly 
asserts, can convey an important rhetorical message: “There is room for only one king in 
YHWH’s territory, no longer Jerusalem, city of David; it is YHWH Shammah.”10 This 
study will pay attention to details of the texts in order to understand their important 
rhetorical intentions.   
                                                        
9
 Berquist, “Spaces of Jerusalem,” 40.  
10
 Kalinda Rose Stevenson, The Vision of Transformation: The Territorial Rhetoric of Ezekiel 40-
48 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1996), 107. YHWH     â (hMv hwhy, Ezek. 48:35) means “The Lord is There.”  
  
6 
1.2 Significance of the Study and Method of Investigation 
The results of this study can contribute to an integrated understanding of the 
development of diverse views of sacred space through a critical analysis of the Old 
Testament. In attempting to trace the development of the ideas of sacred space in the 
Bible, scholars start from the Hebrew Bible and then continue into early Jewish literature 
and the New Testament.
11
 They tend to overlook the distinctive features of various motifs 
of sacred space in ancient Israelite tradition, and have often been motivated by 
privileging the New Testament over the Old Testament. One significant contribution of 
this study is its attempt to shift the focus of scholarly discussion from the way the New 
Testament cites, alludes to, and echoes the Old Testament to an exploration of the biblical 
concepts of sacred space firmly grounded in the Hebrew Bible. Another key facet of this 
study is to survey pertinent parallels in the ancient Near East, particularly where 
examination of the sanctuaries of Israel’s neighbors may also shed some light on the 
subtle symbolism of the Israelite holy places.  
The results of this study also contribute to an emerging interest of biblical 
scholars in the area of spatial concepts of antiquity.
12
 The notion of “place” is an 
                                                        
11
 The scholarly interest in the way the New Testament uses the Old Testament has prompted the 
increased production of specialized publications. For some recent works which have surveyed the use of 
the tabernacle/temple motif in all of the New Testament in light of the Old Testament and early Jewish 
perspectives, see Craig R. Koester, The Dwelling of God: The Tabernacle in the Old Testament, 
Intertestamental Jewish Literature, and the New Testament (Washington, D.C.: The Catholic Biblical 
Association of America, 1989); Kurt Paesler, Das Tempelwort Jesu: Die Traditionen von Tempelzerstorung 
und Tempelerneuerung im Neuen Testament (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1999); Pilchan Lee, 
The New Jerusalem in the Book of Revelation: A Study of Revelation 21-22 in the Light of its Background 
in Jewish Tradition (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2001).  
12
 For the emerging scholarly interest in space and place, see the following studies: Joshua Prawer, 
Benjamin Z. Kedar and R. J. Zwi Werblowsky, eds., Sacred Space, Shrine, City, Land: Proceedings of the 
International Conference in Memory of Joshua Prawer (Basingstoke: Macmillan; Jerusalem: The Israel 
  
7 
important primary biblical category essential to an understanding of ancient Israelite 
religious life and other aspects of human experiences. This dissertation begins with a 
theoretical framework for the conceptualization of sacred space, laying groundwork for 
the investigation of biblical sacred space. This study then seeks to contribute to an 
increased knowledge and integrated understanding of the meanings, significance, and 
functions of sacred space in the Hebrew Bible. This study also promotes an 
interdisciplinary understanding of the complexity of the phenomenon of sacred space 
through a broader discourse on space and spatiality from diverse biblical, historical, 
sociological, anthropological, cross-cultural, and theological perspectives. The 
knowledge and insights gained from this study will broaden one’s perception of the 
biblical concepts of space and geography expressed in the Hebrew Bible.  
Regarding the method of investigation, this dissertation employs biblical, 
historical, sociological, anthropological, cross-cultural, and theological methods of 
inquiry. A foundational methodological perspective presupposed by this study, first of all, 
is the idea that the Bible has a sense of unity and continuity.
13
 In other words, there is 
legitimacy in attempting to trace common themes in the books of the Bible and between 
                                                                                                                                                                     
Academy of Sciences and Humanities, 1998); David M. Gunn and Paula McNutt, eds., ‘I  gining’ Bi lic l 
Worlds: Studies in Spatial, Social, and Historical Constructs in Honor of James W. Flanagan, JSOTSup 
359 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 2002); Claudia V. Camp and Jon L. Berquist, eds., Constructions of 
Space I: Theory, Geography and Narrative (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 2008); and Claudia V. Camp and Job 
L. Berquist, eds., Constructions of Space II: The Biblical City and Other Imagined Spaces (Edinburgh: T & 
T Clark, 2008); Mark K. George, ed., Constructions of Space IV: Further Developments in Examining 
Ancien  Is  el’s Soci l Sp ce (New York; London; New Delhi; Sydney: Bloomsbury, 2013); Gert T. M. 
Prinsloo and Christl M. Maier, eds., Constructions of Space V: Place, Space and Identity in the Ancient 
Mediterranean World (New York; London; New Delhi; Sydney: Bloomsbury, 2013).  
13
 For further discussion on “Authority of the Bible,” see Robert K. Gnuse, “Authority of the 
Bible,” in Methods of Biblical Interpretation (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 2004; excerpted from The 
Dictionary of Biblical Interpretation, edited by John H. Hayes [Abingdon Press, 1999]), 209-214.  
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the testaments, although interpreters may differ about the identification of the most 
significant unifying themes in the Bible. This study attempts to undertake the delineation 
of a biblical theme that centers on the concepts of sacred space, its various types, and its 
related themes and issues, such as graded holiness, divine rest, divine dwelling presence, 
the departure (or withdrawal) and return of divine glory, Zion, and Tabernacle/Temple 
motif, across all or part of the biblical corpora, particularly in the Hebrew Bible.   
In attempting to formulate the biblical concepts of sacred space that emerge from 
the scriptures and tradition, this dissertation thus seeks a methodological approach that 
begins with a careful analysis of the Hebrew Bible. John Inge, who has attempted to 
establish a theology of sacred space that is both theological and Christian, provides a 
valuable twofold methodological approach for this study. The first approach is a 
“relational” view of place, in which “place” is understood as a principal biblical category 
of Old Testament faith and human experience, and that “there is a threefold relationship 
between God, his people, and place.”14 Inge has suggested that the Old Testament 
narrative supports a relational view of place and that place as an essential biblical 
category of Old Testament faith should be understood as relational to both God and His 
people.
15
   
                                                        
14
 John Inge, A Christian Theology of Place (Burlington: Ashgate Publishing Company, 2003), 46. 
Inge’s conclusion receives further support from the following scholars, such as William D. Davies, The 
Territorial Dimension of Judaism (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1991), who informs us that the Jewish faith 
might be defined “as a fortunate blend of a people, a land and their God,”’ and Norman C. Habel, The Land 
Is Mine (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1995), 75, who understands the land-God-people relationship as one 
of the most important themes of the Old Testament material. 
15
 See Inge, A Christian Theology of Place, 46-47.   
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The other helpful approach proposed by John Inge is a “sacramental” approach of 
place. One can understand place as the locus of divine revelation in sacramental 
encounters. The best way to maintain a balance for understanding the importance of place 
in the biblical scheme, according to Inge, is to view place sacramentally and that 
sacrament is best understood in relation to place by speaking in terms of sacramental 
encounters in particular places.
16
 Inge has suggested that “[M]uch of the power of a 
particular place associated with its past will not be mediated by ‘conscious reflection,’ 
but by a much more integrated attention of the sort mediated by sacrament and 
symbol.”17 This sacramental approach of place can assist the reader to better understand 
the functions of sacramental encounters attested in the Hebrew Bible and those holy 
places that derive from them. 
Secondly, another foundational methodological perspective of this study lies in 
the recognition of the whole issue of space and spatiality, including biblical sacred space, 
as a multifaceted social phenomenon and a product of a particular culture in the ancient 
biblical world. The conceptualization of biblical sacred space demands a comprehensive 
understanding of sacred space that integrates insights and methodologies from various 
disciplines, including critical spatiality and other spatial approaches.
18
 Biblical space, as 
                                                        
16
 Inge, A Christian Theology of Place, 89. For further understanding of sacrament, see also David 
Noel Power, S c   en : The L ngu ge of God’s Giving (New York: Crossroad, 1999); Aleksandr 
Schemmann, The World as Sacrament (London: Darton Longman and Todd, 1965); For the Life of the 
World: Sacraments and Orthodoxy (Crestwood: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 1973). 
17
 Inge, A Christian Theology of Place, 85.  
18
 The contributions of critical spatiality informed by human geographers, such as Edward W. Soja 
and Yi-Fu Tuan, are noteworthy. Human geography is distinguished from physical geography by its greater 
focus on studying human activities and dealing with spatial aspects of societies, with great openness to 
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Mark K. George asserts, is “a product of a particular time and place in the ancient world,” 
and therefore it is “a complex social phenomenon, one that involves not only physical 
space, but also the conceptual systems created and employed to organize it, and the 
symbolic and mythological meanings societies develop in order to live in space.”19 The 
theologian Philip Sheldrake also underscores this social aspect of the whole issue of 
space and spatiality, arguing that “the human engagement with place is a political issue” 
and that “the way it is constructed means that it is occupied by some people’s stories but 
not by others.”20 He poses important questions to be asked: “Whose narrative has been 
told?” “Who belongs within the story of this place?”21 
Lastly, another methodological strategy that governs this study is the “new” 
rhetorical criticism. The new rhetorical criticism is a close and structural reading of the 
text, in order to identify the rhetorical situation, the encompassing strategy that carries the 
argument, and the ideological assumptions that undergird the text. By employing a 
rhetorical approach, this dissertation seeks to demonstrate how different emphases or 
transformations in models of sacred space in a biblical text can convey the distinctive 
                                                                                                                                                                     
diverse methods and theoretical approaches. See Edward W. Soja, Postmodern Geographies: The 
Reassertion of Space in Critical Social Theory (London; New York: Verso, 1989); Yi-Fu Tuan, Space and 
Place: The Perspective of Experience (Minneapolis, Minnesota: University of Minnesota Press, 1977); 
Anne Buttimer and David Seamon, eds., The Human Experience of Space and Place (London: Croom 
Helm, 1980).  
19
 Mark K. George, “Space and History: Siting Critical Space for Biblical Studies,” in 
Constructions of Space I: Theory, Geography, and Narrative, edited by Jon L. Berquist and Claudia V. 
Camp (New York; London; T & T Clark, 2007), 29.  
20
 Philip Sheldrake, Spaces for the Sacred: Place, Memory and Identity (London: SCM Press, 
2001), 20.    
21
 Sheldrake, Spaces for the Sacred, 19.  
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ideological and rhetorical intensions of various theological traditions. What is meant by 
the “new” rhetorical criticism can be illustrated in an attempt to answer the following two 
questions: (1) How can one describe the author’s primary rhetorical objective in the 
particular section of the text? and (2) How does the author attempt to achieve this 
objective? This rhetorical methodology will dominate the discussion throughout this 
dissertation.   
 
1.4 Sources of the Study & Terminological Issues 
The primary sources of inquiry for this study are the texts of the Hebrew Bible. 
Chapter and verse references to the Hebrew Bible come from the Masoretic text (MT) as 
published in the Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS).
22
 Selected passages from early 
Jewish literature and the New Testament are also part of the main sources of inquiry. In 
some instances, the portraits of sacred spaces in the Hebrew Bible are enhanced by 
findings in the ancient Near Eastern resources, which are accessible both through 
archaeological and textual sources. Other primary and secondary sources of inquiry 
including the publication details of all works cited in this dissertation are presented in full 
in the Bibliography at the end of this dissertation. The New Revised Standard Version 
(NRSV) has been most frequently used as the English translation of the Hebrew Bible, as 
suitable for quotation throughout this dissertation, given this author’s familiarity with this 
                                                        
22
 The numbering in the main English translations may differ from the MT by one verse.      
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text and its closeness to Hebrew syntax and wording.
23
 Apart from the translation aids, 
this study utilizes various types of research aids, such as concordances, dictionaries, and 
lexicons. The research also includes the author’s participation in seminars and 
conferences, such as the 8
th
 Annual University of Chicago Oriental Institute Seminar on 
Heaven on Earth: Temples, Ritual, Cosmic Symbolism in the Ancient World, which was 
held at University of Chicago on March 2
nd
 -3
rd
, 2012.  
Given the complexity of understanding sacred space as religious phenomena and 
the diversity of its types, forms, and functions as displayed in the great religious 
traditions, defining sacred space is a daunting task. As argued earlier, one of the primary 
goals of this dissertation is to identify the fundamental biblical concepts of sacred space, 
which will include its basic attributes: meanings, significance, and functions. Rather than 
provide a line of definition, therefore, this study seeks to form a working definition of 
sacred space by combining all these factors, going beyond what is explicitly considered 
to be sacred.   
Many thinkers, including theologians, have tended to use these two terms, “space” 
and “place,” interchangeably, often leading to the concepts being unspecified or less 
clarified. In order to be clear about the use of these terms, it is worth noting how different 
thinkers and scholars have understood these two terms. For instance, in devoting special 
attention to place, Aristotle understood place in terms of the “bounded container.” Place, 
                                                        
23
 Other versions of the English translation consulted in this dissertation for quotation and 
comparison include: the New Revised Standard Version (NRSV, 1989), the Revised Standard Version (RSV, 
1952), the New Jerusalem Bible (NJB), the JPS Tanakh (TNK, 1985), the Jewish Publication Society OT 
(JPSV, 1917), the New King James Version (NKJ, 1982), the New American Bible (NAB, 2011), the New 
American Standard Bible (NASB, 1977), and the New International Version (NIV, 2011). 
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according to Aristotle, can be defined as “the innermost motionless boundary of what 
contains.”24 On the other hand, the leading geographer David Harvey reminds us that 
whereas “space” can be generally considered as something to be filled, carrying with it 
connotations of infinity and emptiness, the term “place” is one of the most multi-layered 
and multi-purpose words in the English language, which has an extraordinary range of 
metaphorical meanings:  
We talk about the place of art in social life, the place of women in society, our 
place in the cosmos, and we internalize such notions psychologically in terms of 
knowing our place, or feeling that we have a place in the affections or esteem of 
others.
25
  
 
Walter Brueggemann articulates what he understands to be the difference between the 
two as follows: whereas space “is characterized by a kind of neutrality or emptiness 
waiting to be filled by our choosing,” place “is space which has historical meanings, 
where some things have happened which are now remembered and which provide 
continuity and identity across generations.”26 In this dissertation, the two terms will 
sometimes be used interchangeably. However, the distinctions between the two terms 
will be recognized when necessary.  
                                                        
24
 See Aristotle, “Book IV: Place,” in Physics, translated by Robin Waterfield (Oxford; New York: 
Oxford University Press, 1996), 210
a
14-20, 210
b
27-31. See also the note 10 in John Inge, A Christian 
Theology of Place, 4, where he gives a good summary of Aristotle’s work on place.   
25
 David Harvey, “From Space to Place and Back Again: Reflections on the Condition of 
Postmodernity,” in Mapping the Futures: Local Cultures, Global Change, edited by Jon Bird, et al. 
(London: Routledge, 1993), 3.  
26
 Walter Brueggemann, The Land: Place as Gift, Promise and Challenge in Biblical Faith 
(London: SPCK, 1978), 5.  
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Due to the diverse and comprehensive nature of the main subject of this 
dissertation, “sacred space,” a great number of spatial and geographical terminologies 
and expressions figure in this dissertation. Such examples include: the Tabernacle/the 
Dwelling, the Tent of Meeting, the Temple, tent-shrine, shrine, sanctuary, temple 
complex, courtyard, the House, sacred garden, sacred site, holy mountain, holy city, holy 
land, etc. Sometimes, the variants of terminologies indicate the different scope of each 
place, demarcating its surroundings. At other times, the use of various designations refers 
to the same entity, highlighting different aspects of a particular space. For example, the 
Hebrew word h k l (lkyh, “temple” or “palace”), when used with the name of God, 
signifies a residence for God; whereas another word  iqd   (vdqm, “sanctuary” or 
“shrine”) is usually used “for the entire sacred area of the Temple and its precincts, that is, 
the building itself and the series of courtyards surrounding it.”27 A more detailed 
discussion of the terminology used for various types of sacred spaces will be provided in 
this dissertation where each model becomes the focus of the analysis.   
Another preliminary matter concerns the author’s terminology when speaking of 
the collective nouns, “the Chronicler” and “the Deuteronomist.” This study, for instance, 
includes the comparative analysis of the Solomonic Temple described both in the books 
of Chronicles and in the Deuteronomistic History.
28
 In this dissertation, the terms “the 
                                                        
27
 See Exod. 25:8. In the case of the New Testament references to the Jerusalem Temple, the term 
naos (nao.j, “temple”), an architectural term, designates the temple building itself, whereas the word hieron 
(i`ero.n, “temple,” “sanctuary”) indicates the sacred compound in its entirety. For the detailed discussion of 
the terminology for the Temple, see Carol Meyers, “Temple, Jerusalem,” in ABD, vol. 6, 351-352.   
28
 The term “Deuteronomistic History” refers to the biblical books of Deuteronomy, Joshua, 
Judges, 1 and 2 Samuel and 1 and 2 Kings, which narrate Israel’s history from the entrance into the land of 
Canaan until the destruction of the Jerusalem Temple and subsequent Babylonian Exile in 587 B.C.E. For a 
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Chronicler” and “the Deuteronomist,” will be used as collective nouns. This author 
acknowledges that the Deuteronomistic History and the Chroniclers’ work are not the 
product of a single author, but the product of a collective entity responsible for 
assembling, modifying, and refining distinctive theological traditions. When this 
dissertation uses “the Deuteronomist” and “the Chronicler,” these terms indicate 
collective nouns, not singular forms.   
 
1.5 Limitations of the Study & Overview of Chapters 
This dissertation will keep the research focused as follows. This study will be 
limited to an exploration of the idea of sacred space expressed in the ancient Israelite 
tradition, occasionally with further biblical-theological reflections related to sacred space 
in early Jewish-Christian tradition. While being informed by and familiar with the 
findings from various disciplines about sacred space, the primary focus of this study will 
be limited to the concepts of sacred space presented in the biblical traditions, particularly 
in the Hebrew Bible. This study aims at exploring how and why certain sites, mountains, 
shrines, and a city came to be considered sacred space, in what way the various models of 
sacred space developed, and what kinds of implications particular places have: what 
would be the meanings, significance, and functions of these places? The main source of 
                                                                                                                                                                     
general discussion of the Deuteronomistic History, its terminology, origin of the theory, and its subsequent 
scholarship, see Steven L. McKenzie, “Deuteronomistic History,” in ABD, vol. 2, 160-168; Thomas Römer, 
“Deuteronomistic History,” in EBR, vol. 6, edited by Hans-Josef Klauck, Bernard McGinn, et al. (Berlin; 
New York: Walter de Gruyter, 2009), 648-654.  
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analysis will be limited to the biblical texts describing the sites, the shrines, the 
Tabernacle, the Temple, the city or the mountain. 
Additional examples of the limitations of this study can be summarized as follows: 
(1) The comprehensive discussion of influential contemporary spatial theories is beyond 
the scope of this study. (2) Particular texts have been selected because they include 
passages that serve to reflect the rhetorical intentions of various biblical authors in light 
of particular themes and issues, such as graded holiness, divine rest, divine dwelling, the 
return and withdrawal of divine glory, the Tabernacle, the Temple, Zion, etc. This 
principle of selection will be particularly applied to the discussion of Chapter 6, where 
the vast majority of biblical texts in the Hebrew Bible are the subject of its discussion. 
Such texts include: Psalms, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Haggai-Zechariah, and Ezra-
Nehemiah. (3) The exegetical treatment of certain passages will not be comprehensive 
because this study only concentrates on issues that are pertinent to the study’s main line 
of interest, namely spatial issues and the notion of sacred space. (4) A thorough analysis 
of texts that describe the Tabernacle or the Temple in detail (Exod. 25-31, 35-40; 1 Kgs 
6-8; 2 Chr. 3-5; Ezek. 40-48) or the rebuilding of the post-exilic temple community 
(Ezra-Nehemiah) also lies beyond the scope of this study.  
The dissertation will consist of five chapters under the two major divisions: Part I, 
“Theoretical Framework for the Conceptualization of Sacred Space” and Part II, “Biblical 
Concepts of Sacred Space in the Hebrew Bible.” Apart from the dissertation’s 
Introduction in the beginning (Chap. 1) and its Conclusions (Chap. 7) with integrated 
summary and implications at the end, the remaining five chapters will have their own 
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summary section at the end of each discussion. The first two chapters, which constitute 
Part I of this dissertation, provide a theoretical framework for the conceptualization of 
biblical sacred space. Chapter 2, “Understanding the Forms, Meanings, and Functions of 
Sacred Space,” the first section of Part I, discusses significant aspects of sacred space, 
such as its definition and features, its types and models, its forms and scales, and its 
functions and uses. Chapter 3, “Understanding Biblical Concepts of Sacred Space,” the 
other section of Part I, explores the concept of boundary and the biblical concepts of 
holiness in four different dimensions: personal, ritual, temporal, as well as spatial. This 
chapter also briefly examines the applicability of critical spatial theories to the biblical 
studies of sacred space and the value of a relational view of place and a sacramental 
approach.  
 The other three chapters, which constitute Part II of this dissertation, are devoted 
to the discussion of sacred space in the Hebrew Bible, roughly following an order of the 
Hebrew Bible [cf., the Christian Old Testament] with its major three divisions but 
modified to accommodate the relevant discussion: 1) the Torah [the Pentateuch], 2) the 
Former Prophets [cf., the Historical Books] and the books of Chronicles, and 3) the Latter 
Prophets [cf., the Prophetic Writings] and the Writings [e.g., Psalms, Ezra-Nehemiah]. 
Each chapter examines various types of models of sacred space (both decentralized and 
centralized) portrayed in that particular section of the Hebrew Bible. Chapter 4, 
“Understanding Sacred Space in the Torah/the Pentateuch,” begins with a discussion on 
the ancient Near Eastern cosmology and its temple ideology. This chapter expands the 
discussion of the basic concepts of sacred space by examining various examples of the 
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decentralized or localized models of sacred space in the Hebrew Bible: the Garden of 
Eden, the Tower of Babel, Noah on Mount Ararat, Abraham at Bethel and Moriah, Jacob 
at Bethel, and Moses and Israel on Mount Sinai/Horeb. Chapter 4 also introduces a 
discussion on the Tabernacle, a centralized “dynamic/mobile” model of sacred space, 
tracing its history in the Pentateuch.    
Chapter 5, “Understanding Sacred Space in the Former Prophets and the Books of 
Chronicles, focuses on the investigation of the centralized models of sacred space found 
in these two variations, the Deuteronomistic History (Joshua – Kings) and the Chronicles. 
Both the dynamic Tabernacle and the static Temple of Solomon are extensively discussed 
in this chapter. Numerous examples of local shrines and cultic sites are also included in 
Chapter 5, with special attention to the implications of Shechem and those of Dan and 
Bethel. The chapter discusses the contested nature of high places (     , twmb) as sacred 
space in ancient Israel, particularly in light of the reforms of Hezekiah and Josiah. 
Chapter 6, “Understanding Sacred Space in the Latter Prophets and the Writings,” 
the last chapter for the discussion of sacred space in the Hebrew Bible, is devoted to the 
examination of the biblical perspectives of various types of sacred space. This chapter 
explores the concepts of sacred space, particularly the Tabernacle, the Temple, and 
Jerusalem/Zion motifs presented and developed in the Psalms, Isaiah’s vision, Jeremiah’s 
oracles, Ezekiel’s vision of a new temple and a new city, and Haggai-Zechariah’s visions. 
In this chapter, a discussion of biblical concepts of sacred space involves an 
understanding of the distinctive social, political, and religious circumstances of the post-
exilic period. The chapter not only presents distinctive portraits of sacred space presented 
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in different sections of the Hebrew Bible, but also develops the transformation of the 
concepts of sacred space, which stem from different periods of time and contexts. The 
dissertation will conclude with a section that provides the final integrated summary, 
conclusions, and implications.   
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PART I 
Theoretical Framework for the Conceptualization of Sacred Space  
 
Part I of this dissertation aims to provide a theoretical framework for the 
conceptualization of biblical sacred space, which entails a discussion of categories, 
models, and features that goes beyond the simple juxtaposition of the sacred and the 
profane. In exploring the meaning, significance, and functions of sacred space expressed 
in the Hebrew Bible, all these factors should be taken into consideration. In addition, the 
conceptualization of biblical sacred space necessitates an understanding of the whole 
realm of the sacred that involves complex interrelationships between different spheres of 
holiness (personal, spatial, ritual, and temporal). Various models of sacred space 
presented in the biblical texts reflect the manifestation of the specific worldview that is 
governed by the concept of God and the concept of holiness in different dimensions of 
person, space, objects, and time. Furthermore, the recognition of space as a multifarious 
social phenomenon and a product of a particular culture and context in the ancient 
biblical world will allow the contribution of critical spatiality to the conceptualization of 
biblical sacred space as an essential part of the theoretical framework.  
Part I of this dissertation, “Theoretical Framework for the Conceptualization of 
Sacred Space,” consists of two chapters. Chapter 2, “Understanding the Forms, Meanings, 
and Uses of Sacred Space,” seeks to discuss significant aspects of sacred space, such as 
its definition and features, its types and models, its forms and scales, and its uses and 
contexts. Chapter 3, “Understanding Biblical Concepts of Sacred Space,” will explore the 
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concept of graded holiness in four different dimensions (personal, ritual, temporal, and 
spatial), which will be fundamental to the conceptualization of biblical concepts of sacred 
space. In another attempt to further facilitate a better understanding of theoretical 
concerns about the concepts of biblical sacred space, Chapter 3 also examines the 
applicability of critical spatial theories like structural anthropology and human geography 
to the biblical studies of sacred space and survey the value of a relational view of place 
and a sacramental approach.   
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Theoretical Framework for the Conceptualization of Sacred Space I 
 
CHAPTER TWO  
UNDERSTANDING THE FORMS, MEANINGS, AND FUNCTIONS OF  
SACRED SPACE 
 
2.1 Introduction 
The conceptualization of biblical sacred space necessitates a theoretical 
framework that entails a wide range of significant aspects of sacred space that goes 
beyond the simple juxtaposition of the sacred and the profane. Scholars have explored 
many questions concerning the notion of sacred space, “such as why and on what basis 
space is defined as sacred, what implications this designation might have for the use and 
character of those areas, how believers respond to the idea of sacred space, and how is 
their response (especially through pilgrimage) reflected in geographical flows and 
patterns.”1 The process of designation and selection of sacred spaces is to be viewed as a 
matter of interpretation of setting boundaries and of relationships rather than simple fixed 
classifications, which can have universal consent and agreement among the proponents. 
“In the process,” as the geographer Roger W. Stump succinctly comments, “adherents 
naturalize the existence of sacred space within their worldview; but seen from outside, 
the production and reproduction of sacred space by a religious community exhibits 
cultural processes of selectivity.”2   
                                                        
1
 Chris C. Park, Sacred Worlds: An Introduction to Geography and Religion (London; New York: 
Routledge, 1994), 245.  
2
 Stump, The Geography of Religion, 304. 
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The plurality of meanings and approaches, not one single answer, has been given 
to the central question of what defines the sanctity or holiness of a place. For instance, 
Yi-Fu Tuan, a renowned Chinese human geographer, asserts that the conceptualization of 
sacred space goes beyond conventional and stereotypical images of sanctuaries and 
shrines. Understanding the experience of sacred phenomena as “those that stand out from 
the commonplace and interrupt routine,” Tuan stresses that what constitutes sacred space 
is characterized by distinct traits like apartness and otherworldliness, as well as 
orderliness and wholeness.
3
 The French sociologist Émile Durkheim, who proposed a 
clear division of the universe into two categories, sacred and profane, understood that 
sacredness was at the core of religion. He analyzed religion as a social phenomenon and 
specifically defining it as “a unified system of beliefs and practices relative to sacred 
things, that is to say, things set apart and forbidden.”4 The sacred as the key essence of 
religion, according to Durkheim, was further to be identified as the common denominator 
which could unite all religions.  
Gerardus van der Leeuw, a Dutch historian and a philosopher of religion, 
proposed an evolutionary model of sacred space ranging from a natural locale filled with 
an awe-inspiring character, to houses or temples, to cities, and finally to the 
                                                        
3
 Yi-Fu Tuan, “Sacred Space: Exploration of an Idea,” in Dimensions of Human Geography: 
Essays on Some Familiar and Neglected Themes edited by Karl W. Butzer, University of Chicago, 
Department of Geography, Research Paper No. 186 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1978), 84.   
4
 É mile Durkheim, The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life (New York: The Free Press, 1965), 
62.  
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internalization of sacred space in one’s body space.5 He defined sacred space as “locality 
that becomes a position by the effects of power” either repeating itself there, or being 
repeated by humans.6 Although Van der Leeuw’s approach to sacred space was still 
devoid of explicating the maneuvering of that power, he identified sacred space in terms 
of the presence of power. Mircea Eliade, a Romanian historian of religion, who drew on 
Durkheim’s perspective of the bipolar distinction between the sacred and the profane, 
argued that religious thought in general rested on this sharp distinction between the 
sacred and the profane.7 Eliade developed a theory of religion which emerged from the 
human experience of the manifestation of the sacred called “hierophany,” splitting the 
human experience of the reality into sacred and profane space and time.8 He argued that 
sacred space was to be viewed as the  xis  undi, the point where this experience of 
hierophany took place. Sacred space, for Eliade, functioned as the  xis  undi, the center 
of the universe where the three cosmic domains of earth, heaven, and the underworld 
would intersect, as well as the point where the divine could be encountered.9  
                                                        
5
 Gerardus Van der Leeuw, Religion in Essence and Manifestation, 2 vols (Gloucester: Peter 
Smith, 1967). This work was an influential application of philosophical phenomenology to religion. 
6
 Van der Leeuw, Religion in Essence and Manifestation, vol. 2, 393.   
7
 Mircea Eliade, Patterns in Comparative Religion (New York: Sheed & Ward, 1958), 1.  
8
 Eliade, The Sacred and the Profane: the Nature of Religion (New York: Harper and Row, 1959); 
Shamanism: Archaic Techniques of Ecstasy, trans. Willard R. Trask (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
2004 [originally published in 1964]), 13. See also Erich Isaac, “God’s Acre-property in Land: A Sacred 
Origin?,” in Landscape 14 (1964), 28-29, who put an emphasis on the element of awe and wonder in the 
human experience of the holy for the designation of sacred space.   
9
 Eliade, The Sacred and the Profane, 11. Eliade was also known for his metaphorical treatment of 
space, employing various descriptive terms, such as axis mundi, center, cosmic mountain, imago mundi 
(likeness of the world), terre pure (pure earth), templus et tempus, or universalis columna (universal pillar).     
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Before further proceeding to discuss the task of defining and categorizing sacred 
places or sacred spaces, the distinction of the terms between space and place should 
briefly be mentioned here.
10
 The theologian Philip Sheldrake, in Spaces for the Sacred, 
has made a distinction between space and place: “Space is an abstract analytical concept 
whereas place is always tangible, physical, specific, and relational.”11 The philosopher 
Edward S. Casey has confirmed such distinction, arguing that a sense of place actually 
precedes that of space because the particular knowledge of specific places always comes 
before the knowledge of space as a whole or in the abstract.
12
 Walter Brueggemann, one 
of the most influential Old Testament scholars, has further underscored this distinction 
between space and place.
 
 
Place is space which has historical meanings, where some things have happened  
which are now remembered and which provide continuity and identity across  
generations. Place is space in which important words have been spoken which  
have established identity, defined vocation and envisioned destiny. Place is space  
in which vows have been exchanged, promises have been made, and demands  
have been issued.
13
 
 
Recognizing the notion of land as a central theme of biblical faith, Brueggemann asserts 
that the meaning of one’s existence is to be found within the spatial connections of 
                                                        
10
 Although the scholarly priority of space as absolute, empty and infinite over place has 
dominated many fields of studies throughout modernity, the importance of the notion of place has also been 
re-evaluated. 
11
 Philip Sheldrake, Spaces for the Sacred: Place, Memory, and Identity (Baltimore: The Johns 
Hopkins University Press, 2001), 7.  
12
 See Edward S. Casey, “How to Get from Space to Place in a Fairly Short Stretch of Time: 
Phenomenological Prolegomena,” in Senses of Place, edited by Steven Feld and Keith H. Basso (Santa Fe: 
School of American Research Press, 1996), 13-52.   
13
 Walter Brueggemann, The Land: Place as Gift, Promise and Challenge in Biblical Faith 
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1977), 5.  
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human life with the clear distinction between space and place in mind. Such distinction 
between space and place noted above should certainly be taken at face value. In this 
dissertation, however, the two terms will sometimes be used interchangeably for the sake 
of expressing the notion of spatiality in general, while the emphases for and distinctions 
between the two terms will be recognized when necessary.   
The goal of this chapter is to lay a theoretical framework for the conceptualization 
of sacred space by understanding the forms, meanings, and uses of sacred space. A 
discussion of the current chapter consists of three subsections: 1) Classification of the 
Categories of Biblical Sacred Space, 2) Classification of Sacred Space according to the 
Source of Its Sanctity, and 3) Forms, Meanings, and Functions of Sacred Space. After a 
brief survey of how different biblical scholars have categorized different forms of biblical 
sacred space, I will explore the two categorical systems of sacred space outlined by 
Roger W. Stump, Geographer of Religion, who organizes sacred space both according to 
the source of its sanctity and the dimension of its scale. I will survey the basic premises 
of these categories of sacred space and elaborate upon them with the main concern of 
examining their applicability to biblical concepts of sacred space presented in the Hebrew 
Bible.   
 
2.2 Classification of the Categories of Biblical Sacred Space 
The definition of sacred space comprises multi-dimensional tasks, which involve 
the exploration of the classification of sacred space, differentiating the sources of 
sacredness of places, as well as exploring the contexts and uses of such places. The 
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course of defining the sanctity of particular places itself can lead to the exploration of the 
wide-ranging or the plurality of meanings that can be attributed to particular places. 
Likewise, the classification of categories of sacred space finds expression in a great 
variety of forms which overlap significantly in their different forms. Norbert C. 
Brockman, in his Encyclopedia of Sacred Places, where he presents an insightful 
discussion of numerous examples of key sacred places in the world in alphabetical 
order,
14
 states in the preface that the sacred sites described in his book fall into the 
following nine general categories: 1) Places sanctified by events in the life of a prophet, 
saint, or deity, 2) Sites of miracles and healing, 3) Places of apparitions or visions, 4) 
Locals dedicated to special religious rituals, 5) Tombs of saints, 6) Shrines of a 
miraculous statue, icon, or relic, 7) The ancestral or mythical abodes of the gods, 8) 
Places that manifest the energies of mystical powers of nature, and 9) Places marked by 
evil that have been a turning point for a religious community.
15
 Stated in descriptive 
terms, Brockman’s categories are helpful for one to figure out the source of the sanctity 
of a place attributed to each category. Due to their detailed descriptive nature, on the 
other hand, these categories cannot be applied as a general categorizing system for other 
examples of sacred space that may take on different forms and scales.   
Biblical scholars have also categorized the different forms of biblical sacred space 
in a way that their categorization can facilitate their discussions. Three representative 
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 Norbert C. Brockman, Encyclopedia of Sacred Places (Santa Barbara; Denver; Oxford: ABC-
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examples of the classification of sacred places as presented by scholars of the Hebrew 
Bible, such as Menahem Haran, Roland de Vaux, and Ziony Zevit, will be reviewed here. 
Menahem Haran, in his Temples and Temple-Service in Ancient Israel,
16
 where he 
extensively discusses the character of Israelite cult phenomena, devotes Chapter 2 
entitled “The Israelite Temples” to the discussion of the following three categories: 1) 
Temples and Altars, 2) the High Places (sg. b m h, hmb/pl. b môt, twmb), and 3) the 
Distribution of the (thirteen) Israelite Temples.
17
 In Chapter 3 entitled “The Temples and 
Open Sacred Places,” Haran then examines three additional categories of sacred places: 1) 
the Temples of Jerusalem (i.e., Solomon’s Temple and the Second Temple), 2) later 
temples (such as the temple in Elephantine, the temple in Leontopolis, and the Samaritan 
temple on Mount Gerizim) and 3) the Cultic Open Areas (e.g., at Shechem, Bethel, 
Hebron, Beer-sheba, etc.). Aside from dealing with many subjects relevant to Israelite 
cultic life, Haran also devotes several additional chapters to the discussion of the 
Tabernacle (e.g., Chapters Eight, Nine, Ten, and Fourteen) and the Temple of Jerusalem 
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 Menahem Haran, Temples and Temple-Service in Ancient Israel (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 
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17
 The examples of thirteen Israelite temples are: (1) the Shiloh temple (Josh. 18:1, 31; 19:51; 
22:19, 29; 1 Sam. 1:9; 3:3; 4:3-7:1; 2 Sam. 6:1-19; 1 Kgs. 8:1-9; Jer. 41:5; Ps. 78:60-61), (2) & (3) the 
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7:13), (4) the temple at Gilgal (1 Sam. 7:16; 11:14-15; 13:4-15; 15:12-21, 33; Amos 4:4; 5:5; Hos. 4:15; 
9:15; 12:12, etc.), (5) the temple at Mizpah in Benjamin (1 Sam. 7:16), (6) the temple of Hebron (2 Sam. 
2:4; 5:3; 15:7), (7) a “house of God” in Bethlehem (1 Sam. 20:6, 28-29), (8) a small temple in Nob (1 Sam. 
21:1-10), (9) a small temple of Micah (Judg. 17-18), (10) a small temple in Ophrah (Judg. 8:27), (11) the 
site of a temple in Gibeon (2 Sam. 21:1-14), (12) the temple at Arad from archaeological data, and (13) the 
royal Temple in Jerusalem. 
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(e.g., Chapters Ten, Eleven, Thirteen,
18
 and Fifteen). Haran’s classification of sacred 
places is very useful for its extensive coverage of various examples of open cultic sites 
and local sanctuaries, ranging from the time of the Patriarchs to the post-exilic period. 
Aside from drawing particular attention to the Mosaic Tabernacle of the wilderness and 
the Temple of Solomon in Jerusalem, Haran attempts to trace many examples of local 
sanctuaries that existed both prior to the construction of the Temple of Solomon and after 
its destruction.  
Roland de Vaux (1903-1971), in Ancient Israel: Its Life and Institutions, devoted 
the first four chapters to the discussion of sacred places (out of eighteen chapters under 
Part IV: Religious Institutions).
19
 De Vaux’s classification of sacred places is highly 
commendable for its coverage of timespan and the inclusion of various forms and scales 
of biblical sacred space. In terms of the timespan, de Vaux covered the entire history of 
ancient Israel from the Primeval History to the Post-Exilic Period. The forms and scales 
of sacred places covered by de Vaux include: ziggurats, sacred territory, sacred waters 
and trees, heights, the high places (     , twmb) and their associated cultic installations 
(i.e., altars, sacred poles and sacred pillars), the places where the Patriarchs worshipped 
(i.e., Shechem, Bethel, Mamre, Beersheba), the desert sanctuary: The Tent/the 
Tabernacle, the Ark of the Covenant, the sanctuaries in the land of Israel before the 
building of the Temple (i.e., Gilgal, Shiloh, Mizpah in Benjamin, Gibeon, Ophra, Dan, 
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 Chapter 13 entitled “The Symbols of the Inner Sanctum” deals with the two cultic objects, 1) the 
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Jerusalem), the Temple at Jerusalem, the temples of Dan and Bethel, later sanctuaries 
outside Jerusalem (i.e., the temple at Elephantine, the temple at Leontopolis, and the 
temple at Gerizim), and the origins of the synagogue.   
Ziony Zevit’s The Religions of Ancient Israel provides a valuable insight into the 
classification of sacred space, which is archaeologically-derived data from cultic sites.
20
 
Zevit’s work contains two chapters (out of ten) that are directly relevant to the discussion 
of Israelite cult places (Chapters 2 and 3). In Chapter 2 of his work, Zevit provides a list 
of various types of questions regarding the practice, the belief, and the place of the cult in 
society. Some of these questions in Zevit’s list are relevant to the discussion of the 
biblical concepts of sacred space in the ensuing chapters of this dissertation. These 
questions include: Were special buildings set apart for cultic practice and what were their 
architectural characteristics? Were special locations such as caves or springs or hilltops, 
or graves or places associated with theophany used as places for cultic practice? Did 
cultic practice take place in private houses? Were there cultic images or any aniconic 
symbols? How many deities were involved in the cult? Can a distinction be made 
between state and popular religion?
21
  
In Chapter 3, where he continues to discuss Israelite cultic places, Zevit provides 
a list of the technical terminologies along with their descriptive definitions, assigning 
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Israelite cultic places into the following ten categories: 1) cult place, 2) cult room, 3) cult 
corner, 4) cult cave, 5) cult complex, 6) cult center, 7) temple, 8) temple complex, 9) 
shrines, and 10) cult site.
22
 Zevit’s provision of these categories along with their 
definitions distinguishes between various cultic places in terms of demarcation of space 
and their scales, and thereby enables the reader to visualize them. For instance, Zevit 
makes a distinction between “temple” and “temple complex”: Temple refers to “a (large) 
single-roomed or multi-roomed structure with adjacent or internal open spaces and courts 
used for cultic purposes,” whereas temple complex is “a combination of temples or 
temples and cult rooms.”23 
All these classifications of sacred space mentioned above are valuable to the 
discussion of biblical concepts of sacred space in the ensuing chapters of this dissertation. 
Roger W. Stump, who has linked various types of places to religious discourse, however, 
provides another helpful system of categorizing sacred space, which is more theoretically 
systematic and universally applicable. Stump provides two dimensions of the 
classification of sacred space. On the one hand, he attempts to structure sacred space 
according to the source of its sanctity, which he terms the “source of religious 
significance,” yielding the following seven categories: cosmological, theocentric, 
hierophanic, historical, hierenergetic, authoritative, and ritual.
24
 On the other hand, he 
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 See Stump, The Geography of Religion, 302-304. Stump provides a helpful table, which 
summarizes each category of sacred space with the source of religious significance and its examples.  
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also organizes the forms of sacred space in terms of the concept of scale, yielding another 
set of seven different forms of sacred space, which ranges from macro cosmic scale and 
grand scales of land and natural spaces, to that of cities or local scales of spaces, and to 
the micro-scales of sacred spaces: 1) cosmic scale, 2) holy lands, 3) natural spaces, 4) 
sacred cities, 5) unique local spaces, 6) ordinary local spaces, and 7) micro-scales.
25
 No 
systems of categorizing sacred space will be entirely exhaustive and all-encompassing; 
Stump’s categorization is no exception. His categorization of sacred space, however, is 
valuable in facilitating one’s perceptions of sacred space that are theoretically grounded 
and cross-culturally informed. A full discussion of each category of sacred space in 
Stump’s classification (the total of fourteen categories) goes beyond the scope of this 
                                                                                                                                                                     
Below is the chart entitled “Categories of Sacred Space” provided by Stump in Table 5.1 (302).   
 
Category Source of Religious Significance Examples 
Cosmological Crucial location, either real or imagined, 
within the cosmos 
Amitabha’s Pure Land  
Hell 
Mount Kailas as the axis mundi 
Theocentric Continual presence at a location of the 
divine or superhuman 
Hindu temple as a god’s dwelling place 
Mt. Olympus as home of the Greek gods 
Western Wall in Jerusalem 
Hierophanic Setting for a specific religious apparition, 
revelation, or miracle 
Ascension of Jesus from Mount of Olives 
Enlightenment of Buddha at Bodh Gaya 
Marian Apparition at Lourdes 
Historical Association with the initiating events or 
historical development of a religion 
Bethlehem as the birthplace of Jesus 
Karbala as the site of Husayn’s martyrdom 
Temple Mount in Jerusalem  
Hierenergetic Access to manifestations of superhuman 
power and influence 
Hindu sacred rivers as a source of healing 
Icons in Eastern Orthodoxy 
Tombs at Sufi Shaykhs 
Authoritative Center of authority as expressed by major 
religious leaders or elites 
The oracular shrine to Apollo at Delphi 
Potala Palace as the seat of the Dalai Lama 
The Vatican within Roman Catholicism 
Ritual Repeated ritual usage in relation to an 
atmosphere of sanctity 
The Buddhist pilgrimage route on Shikoku 
Camp meeting sites in Christianity 
Mosques as sites of communal prayer 
 
25
 Ibid., 305.  
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chapter. In an attempt to lay a theoretical framework for the conceptualization of biblical 
sacred space, however, this dissertation explores the basic premises of each of the 
categories of sacred space that are organized according to the source of its sanctity and 
the dimension of its scale. Following the basic framework of Stump’s two schemes of 
categorization of sacred space, the next section will expand its discussion with the 
specific intention of examining the applicability of each category to the categorization of 
biblical sacred space in the Hebrew Bible.      
 
2.3 Classification of Sacred Space according to the Source of Its Sanctity 
2.3.1 Cosmological Space 
Stump’s first significant category of sacred space is that of cosmological space. 
Sacred space in its varied and diverse forms, Stump argues, “essentially represents a 
manifestation of the cosmos defined in their religious worldview.”26 Various religious 
and cultural traditions formulate the cosmic framework that reflects their own distinctive 
worldviews, generating cosmological spaces. Cosmological spaces can take on the forms 
of both physical and imagined spaces. Many key places in the world that have a visible 
material presence in the realm of physical landscape, for instance, are perceived to be the 
axis mundi, the center of the cosmos. Mount Kailas (also, Mount Kailash), Tibet’s most 
sacred mountain, located in western Tibet and China, near the borders of Nepal and India, 
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has been regarded by the Buddhists as the axis mundi, the center of the world.
27
 “In the 
mythology of the ancient Near East,” Donald E. Gowan asserts, “[T]he World Mountain 
was the highest point on earth, located at the center of the earth, the point from which 
creation began, and thus the point par excellence where God could be encountered.”28 
According to the ancient Near Eastern worldview, the temple city also functioned as the 
center of the universe with the temple site representing the axis mundi.
29
 Mount Zion in 
the Hebrew Bible was described both as “the highest of the mountains” (Isa. 2:2), the 
holy mountain of the Lord and the site for the Jerusalem Temple, a sacred place, which 
received distinction as God’s dwelling place (e.g., Isa. 2:2-4; 8:18; 18:7). Mount Zion 
was thus represented as the cosmic mountain,
30
 which served as the axis mundi, the 
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center of the cosmos and the locus of Yahweh’s divine instructions and decrees for all 
peoples and all nations (Isa. 2:2-4).
31
  
Cosmological places can also signify “many locations beyond the realm of 
physical space, such as conceptions of heaven and hell or other imagined spaces 
associated with the afterlife.”32 The notions of heaven or hell reflect distinctive attitudes 
of different cultures and religions toward the afterlife. In Christianity, for instance, the 
souls of believers in the afterlife are believed to enter heaven, the eternal Paradise and the 
perfect spiritual realm of God, where they remain through eternity, whereas hell is the 
place of eternal condemnation and punishment for those who are not deemed worthy of 
salvation. In Roman Catholic tradition, the conception of Purgatory is a geographically 
situated place for the soul of an individual who dies in the state of grace but without 
having made sufficient expiation on earth for his/her forgiven sins before entering 
heaven.
33
 The notions of heaven or hell in different cultures, as Ellen C. Semple describes, 
describes, may sometimes be significantly affected by their own environments, as in the 
Eskimo’s hell as “a place of darkness, storm and intense cold,” the hell for the Jews as “a 
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place of eternal fire,” just as “Buddha, born in the streaming Himalayan piedmont, 
fighting the lassitude induced by heat and humidity, pictures his heaven as Nirvana, the 
cessation of all activity and individual life.”34  
Cosmological sacred space will be treated again in this chapter, where the cosmic 
scale of the forms of sacred space is examined. A detailed discussion of cosmological 
sacred space in the Hebrew Bible will also appear in Chapter 4 of this dissertation, where 
the cosmological symbolism of temple in the Bible and the ancient Near Eastern texts are 
explored.
35
 
 
2.3.3 Theocentric Space 
The second category of sacred space organized by Stump in terms of the source of 
its sanctity is theocentric space, which ascribes its sanctity to the constant presence of a 
deity (or other superhuman or spiritual being) at a particular location. Most commonly, 
theocentric space represents the dwelling place of a deity, which can take on many forms 
of sacred space, ranging from cosmic or macro-scales of heavens, mountains or rivers, to 
local scales of shrines, temples, and even to micro-scales of altars, human body, and other 
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small objects. Not all sacred spaces have equal status or perceived sacredness even 
among the believers within the same faith tradition. Compared to other types of sacred 
spaces, theocentric places “acquire a more specific sanctity from adherents’ belief in a 
direct association between the location in question and a deity or other superhuman 
figure.”36  
Harold W. Turner, in his From Temple to Meeting House: The Phenomenology 
and Theology of Places of Worship, discusses the relationship between two types of 
sacred spaces, domus dei and domus ecclesiae in terms of the nature of God’s presence 
and the character of the access to sacred space.
37
 These two types of sacred spaces, 
domus dei and domus ecclesiae, according to Turner, are in many aspects applicable to 
the Temple and the synagogue respectively. For Turner, the domus dei is understood to 
be the particular residence of the divine, where the access to sacred space is restricted 
because of the divine sanction or presence. On the other hand, the domus ecclesiae are 
not the residence of God, but rather a place where the presence of God is tied to the 
community. The whole notion of sacred space as the abode of a deity, the place for God’s 
dwelling presence, is a major topic that will be frequently discussed throughout the 
ensuing chapters of this dissertation.   
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2.3.3 Hierophanic and Hierenergetic Spaces 
The next categories of sacred space concern Stump’s third and fifth categories, 
so-called hierophanic space and hierenergetic space. The term “hierophany” that derives 
from the Greek compound word with its roots ἱερός (hieros, meaning “hallowed” or 
“holy”) and φαίνειν (phainein, meaning “to appear” or “to bring to light”) signifies a 
manifestation of the divine or the sacred.
38
 The notion of hierophany includes the older 
and more restrictive concept of theophany, meaning “appearance of a deity,” another 
Greek compound word θεοφάνεια (theophaneia), consisting of the noun θεός (“god”) and 
the verb φαίνειν (“to appear”).39 Divine revelations without the appearance of a deity, 
often called “epiphanies,” refer to hierophanies rather than theophanies. Hierophanic 
space thus refers to specific sites for this manifestation of the divine whose appearance is 
often associated with a religious apparition, revelation, or miraculous experience.
40
 The 
term hierophany appears frequently in the works of Mircea Eliade, a Romanian historian 
of religion, whose understanding of religion centers on this concept of hierophany, the 
manifestation of the realm of the sacred. Eliade, in The Sacred and the Profane, argued 
that it was this hierophany, the manifestation of the sacred, which “ontologically” 
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established a sacred order and gave structure and reality to the world.
41
 For Eliade, the 
site of hierophany represented “not only a break in the homogeneity of space,” but also 
“revelation of an absolute reality,” which was distinguished from a profane state that was 
considered “the non-reality of the vast surrounding expanse.”42   
The sites of hierophany, as Stump points out, “have often developed into 
important sacred sites following a single revelation or a series of related revelations.”43 A 
A prime biblical example of hierophanic (and theophanic) sacred space that is 
accompanied by a series of God’s marvelous revelations as well as the manifestation of 
God Himself, is found in the story of Moses on Mount Sinai. Moses unexpectedly found 
himself in a holy place when God first appeared to him at Horeb (or Sinai), the mountain 
of God, at a burning bush that was not consumed (Exod. 3:1, 5). Moses was to take off 
his shoes before drawing near to the burning bush. There, God summoned Moses to take 
the lead in delivering Israel from the bondage of slavery in Egypt (cf., Exod. 2:23-4:17). 
After the exodus of the Israelites from Egypt, God then appeared for the second time at 
Sinai/Horeb both to Moses and to all Israel (Exod. 19ff.). This time, God descended upon 
Mount Sinai like a consuming fire, while the whole mountain was wrapped in smoke and 
shook violently (Exod. 19:18). There, to the top of the mountain, God established the 
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covenant with Israel, giving Moses the Ten Commandments, as well as other ordinances 
for the people of Israel (Exod. 19-31).
44
 Mount Sinai has been established as one of the 
organized Christian pilgrimage sites revered by Christians as the site of the scenes 
recounted in Exodus.
45
  
Hierenergetic space, while sharing the common root sources of sanctity, which is, 
the manifestations of the divine (or the sacred), is “distinguished by its explicit potential 
for invoking or conducting divine or spiritual power,” attaining “access to manifestations 
of superhuman power and influence.”46 The Hindu designation of the River Ganges as 
India’s holiest of holy rivers most evidently exemplifies this type of sacred space. The 
River Ganges, also called the Ganga, is “most universally known to Hindus as ‘Mother 
Ganga,’” who is depicted as “embracing, nourishing, and forgiving, without a trace of 
anger.”47 The Ganga, as celebrated as the divine descent of the goddess Ganga and as the 
embodiment of the descent of heavenly waters to earth, has been believed to have the 
power to cause the remission of sins, to heal and purify the living, and to facilitate 
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liberation from the cycles of births and deaths.
48
 The divine descent of Ganga is also 
considered to have been repeated with the seven sacred rivers of the Hindus. Thus, “the 
proximity to water” serves as a significant “topographic factor of particular importance in 
Hinduism,” as seen in the concentration of many sacred shrines that are located along the 
seven sacred rivers of the Hindus, including the Ganga (Ganges), India’s holiest of holy 
rivers.
49
  
Other examples of hierenergetic spaces can be found in particular environments 
and different dimensions of the natural world that are venerated in some traditional 
cultures or some religions due to their assumed holiness and power. In many cases, these 
sites are believed to have associations with spirits, gods, ancestors, or evil spirits (and 
demons). Special hierenergetic power can also be attributed to various kinds of objects, 
such as altars, sacred poles, pillars of stone, iconic symbols and amulets (or talisman). 
Living in a westernized world that is accustomed to the modern worldview with the 
physical and spiritual worlds completely separated, one must still be aware that the 
interrelatedness between the seen and unseen worlds is often explained and mediated by 
shamans, spirits, and others who claim to have access to both worlds as seen in many 
traditional cultures. While the biblical worldview is not animistic, the biblical view of the 
world is more “holistic in the sense that the physical world is never understood as being 
disconnected or separate from the spiritual world and the rule of the God who created 
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it.”50 An increased awareness of various manifestations of hierenergetic space can 
facilitate our discussions about the biblical concepts of sacred space in the Hebrew Bible, 
where many examples of local shrines (such as high places [b  ôt, twmb]) and their 
associated cult objects, such as altars, sacred poles, pillars of stone, are attested as crucial 
features of ancient Israelite religious practice, particularly on the level of Israelite popular 
religion.  
 
2.3.4 Historical and Authoritative Spaces 
The next two categories of sacred space, so-called historical and authoritative 
spaces, have associations either with significant historical events or with important 
religious personnel. Historical spaces are closely correlated with “the central role played 
in the historical development of a religion” or with “the founding events of a religious 
tradition.”51 The city of Jerusalem best exemplifies this type of historical space. 
Jerusalem is considered as a “holy city” in three major world religions, Judaism, 
Christianity, and Islam. In the Hebrew Bible, for instance, much recognition has been 
given to the unrivaled centrality of Jerusalem and its significant functions in the history 
of ancient Israelite religion as a political and religious center throughout Israel’s 
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monarchy as well as during the post-exilic period.
52
 As the locus for the official national 
sanctuary of Judah, Jerusalem was regarded as the only legitimate place for worship and 
sacrifice, and the site of Israelite pilgrimage.
53
 From a functional point of view, as 
Michael P. O’Connor asserts, Jerusalem could be categorized as both a ceremonial and a 
bureaucratic city.
54
 Aside from its function as an administrative/bureaucratic center for a 
region, Jerusalem was a ceremonial city, “a center for the regulation of the symbols that 
undergird and constitute a society.”55  
Bethlehem exemplifies another type of historical space that represents the roots of 
a significant religious leader (i.e., King David) and the significant founding events of a 
religious tradition (i.e., the birth of Jesus of Nazareth for Christianity). The significance 
of Bethlehem of Judah, as the biblical birthplace of Jesus of Nazareth, derives from the 
infancy narratives in the Gospel stories in the New Testament (Mt. 1:18-2:23; Lk. 2:1-39). 
Bethlehem, five miles south of Jerusalem, was called the “City of David” in the New 
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Testament (Lk. 2:4).
56
 In the Hebrew Bible, Zion, another name for the city of Jerusalem, 
was also called the “City of David” (1 Chr. 11:5, 7). Whereas Jerusalem was the “City of 
David” in the sense that it was the city that David and his army captured and occupied, 
not the city that David came from, in the case of Bethlehem, it was known to be the home 
of Jesse, the father of King David of Judah (1 Sam. 16:1), and thereby the city from 
which King David was. In terms of its temporal origins, Bethlehem was first mentioned 
in the Hebrew Bible as the place where Rachel, beloved wife of Jacob and matriarch of 
the tribe of Benjamin,
57
 is said to have died (Gen. 35:20) and to have been buried “on the 
road to Ephrath -- now Bethlehem” (Gen. 48:7, NJB). Nowadays, Rachel’s Tomb, the 
traditional grave site, which stands at the entrance to Bethlehem, is considered as “one of 
the holiest shrines of Judaism,” which is “visited by many pilgrims, including some 
Muslims and Christians.”58 The most celebrated occasion in Bethlehem, however, is 
during the Christmas season, when the Christmas processions pass through the plaza 
outside the Basilica of the Nativity, and Roman Catholic services take place at the 
Church of St. Catherine.
59
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Authoritative spaces, according to Stump, attain their sanctity “from the special 
role of religious leaders or other authority figures in the interpretation of divine will or 
superhuman events,” taking “many different forms of expression, from the sacred capital 
city of a hierarchically organized religion, such as the Vatican as the center of 
institutional authority in Roman Catholicism, to the site of the oracle of a particular 
deity.”60 Along with the Vatican City as a representative example of authoritative space, 
the ancient Greek shrine or Temple of Apollo at Delphi constitutes a prime example of 
authoritative sacred space. Apollo, a patron god of Delphi, is believed to have spoken 
through his oracle (i.e., prophet/seer) called the Pythia, a prophetess or priestess who was 
selected to be a spokesperson for him.
61
 In a state of trance, which would allow Apollo to 
possess her spirit, the Pythia prophesied by speaking “in riddles, which were interpreted 
by the priests of the temple, and people consulted her on everything from important 
matters of public policy to personal affairs.”62 Authoritative places often function as the 
centers of authority as expressed by significant leaders or authority figures whose status 
and role become elevated to those of divine agents. 
Numerous examples of this type of authoritative space can be found in the 
Hebrew Bible. The biblical story of the tribal sanctuary of Dan (Judg. 18:1-31) is an 
intriguing example of demonstrating the function of a shrine as the site of the oracle of a 
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deity. The tribe of the Danites sought an oracle from the Levite serving at Micah’s 
domestic shrine when they sent their spies to explore the land in order to migrate into the 
far north of Galilee. Taking the Levite’s oracle of divine support for their migration as 
authentic and authoritative, the Danites proceeded to migrate northward to Laish. In 
addition, on their way to Laish, they turned to Micah’s house to induce the Levite serving 
at Micah’s shrine as priest to join them, as well as to steal the sacred objects from 
Micah’s domestic shrine, such as the ephod, the teraphim, and the idol of cast metal. In 
this case, Micah’s domestic priest was recognized by the Danites as a significant 
authority figure whose status and role could be elevated to that of a divine agent.  
 
2.3.5 Ritual Space 
The last category of sacred space classified by Stump according to the source of 
its sanctity is ritual spaces that, in its simplest term, can be described as spaces designated 
or designed specifically for ritual usages. According to Arnold van Gennep, the rites of 
passage comprise all ceremonial events that can mark a person’s transition from one 
status (or situation) into another or from one cosmic or social world to another.
63
 These 
rites not only include important phases in one’s life, such as transitions from puberty, 
coming of age, marriage and death, but also various religious ceremonies related to 
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purification or initiation, such as baptism, confirmation, a mikveh (a Jewish ritual bath), 
or bar mitzvah (a Jewish coming of age ritual).
64
  
Jonathan Z. Smith, in his book To Take Place: Toward Theory in Ritual, provides 
an influential examination of the relationship between “ritual” and “space.”65 Smith 
argues that “there is nothing that is inherently sacred or profane,” stating that the sacred 
and the profane “are not substantive categories, but rather situational ones.”66 For Smith, 
sacrality or sanctity is “a category of emplacement,” and it is ritual which creates “a 
controlled environment,” where the sacred can be felt and experienced.67 The British 
social anthropologist Edmund R. Leach, who applies various insights gained from the 
studies of social sciences to the analysis of biblical sacred space, also offers a paradigm 
for understanding rituals and ritual space. He asserts that the realm of reality for the 
human mind comprises a two-fold division: the real world (“This World” in Leach’s 
words) of physical experience and the “Other World” of metaphysical imagination, which 
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is the reverse of the real world, where immortal, omnipotent gods dwell.
68
 For Leach, 
sacred space is a liminal zone, the focus field of ritual activity, where “This World” and 
the “Other World” intersect with each other by means of various rituals. As the task of 
defining ritual and ritual space is inherently diverse and multivalent, so the relationship 
between ritual and the sanctity of a place is also a complex one to define. 
There are several different ways of establishing a certain place as a ritual center. 
Some spaces can be established as a ritual center, acquiring the sanctity already attributed 
to the location by believers, as exemplified in the shrines concentrated around the holy 
rivers of Hinduism, especially the Ganges River, India’s holiest of holy rivers. Other 
spaces, which are not considered to be intrinsically sacred, can acquire sanctity from a 
long history of repeated ritual use and elevate their religious meaning as an important 
ritual center. Local spaces that are used for public ceremonies can “become temporally 
transformed into sacred space through public rituals on certain festival days.”69 Some 
ritual places can also be transformed into hierenergetic spaces that are believed to have 
power to purify persons by means of the performance of ritual practices that are related to 
the rites of purification or initiation.
70
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Many biblical examples of sacred space for repeated ritual use are attested in the 
Hebrew Bible. One of the renowned examples is Mount Carmel, which was selected as 
the place of offering sacrifices for the contest between Elijah and the 450 prophets of 
Baal and the 400 prophets of Asherah (1 Kgs. 18:19-40).
71
 Mount Carmel was already an 
established sacred site with an altar built on it before the occurrence of this event: “he 
[Elijah] repaired the altar of the LORD that had been thrown down” (1 Kgs. 18:30, 
NRSV). Elijah was described as repairing the altar that had already existed, rather than 
building a new one. The prophet Elisha also selected Mount Carmel as the place where he 
occasionally went up for his own spiritual retreat (2 Kgs. 2:25; 4:25).  
 
2.4 Forms, Meanings, and Functions of Sacred Space 
The geographical forms of sacred space “differ greatly in their character and 
extent,” ranging “in scope from imagined conceptions of the structure of the cosmos to 
locally constituted places of worship and even to the body of the individual adherent.”72 
Sacred spaces can extend both to the macro-scale like the entire cosmos and to the micro-
scale like the body space of human beings or a small object like the Ark of the Covenant. 
While encompassing both tangible and intangible places, they can also refer to various 
imagined places such as “representations of space” or “conceptualized spaces” like 
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heaven and hell.
73
 Aside from the concept of scale, the geographical forms of sacred 
space can further be differentiated by other multi-faceted factors, such as their relation to 
time and the degree of human involvement in the construction of space. Certain places 
acquire permanent sacred status, while others attain a temporary status of sanctity. Some 
forms of sacred space are part of the natural landscape, while others are constructed by 
human hands. The next section of this chapter explores the basic premises of different 
forms of sacred space that are organized primarily in keeping with the concept of scale.
74
  
 
2.4.1 Cosmic and Macro-Scale of Sacred Space 
The broadest scale of the geographical forms of sacred space is that of the cosmos. 
The cosmic scale of sacred space helps one to articulate his/her understanding of the 
universe, as well as the total scope of one’s worldview, which encompasses both the 
physical and invisible spaces. The imagined spaces at the cosmic scale, in particular, 
perform several distinctive functions. Most commonly, they function as the abodes of 
divine beings. According to the ancient Jewish perspectives in the Hebrew Bible, for 
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instance, heaven was often considered the dwelling place of God.
75
 In a similar vein, 
many primal religions also understand “the skies as the residence of the most powerful 
deities.”76 Furthermore, imagined spaces at the cosmic scale can also be associated with 
abodes of the dead. In some religious traditions, these places “are neutral in character, 
simply the cosmographic realm of deceased or unborn spirits.”77 The ancient Jewish 
concept of the abode of the dead, known as Sheol (  ʾ l, lwav), exemplifies this type of 
place, traditionally used in reference to a common underworld for the dead.
78
 The 
Hebrew Bible has no conception of a separate heaven and hell. Sheol, as a customary 
expression of the realm of the dead in the Hebrew Bible, refers to the underworld abode 
of all dead, both righteous and unrighteous.
79
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However, more common expressions of religious cosmographies comprise 
“places of reward or punishment for the deceased, often generally referred to as heaven 
and hell.”80 Christians and Muslims, for instance, have similar understandings of heaven 
and hell. Whereas heaven is regarded as the paradise prepared for the righteous reckoned 
worthy of divine reward and salvation, the concept of hell is defined in cosmographic 
terms as the place of torment and punishment for those deemed unworthy of salvation.
81
 
Often, the variations in the disposing of the dead in different religions can also reflect 
differences in approaches to the afterlife. For instance, the cremation practices of 
Hinduism reflect the Hindu belief that the individual no longer exists after death, as the 
soul of a person passes into the body of a new-born or an animal,
82
 whereas some 
religions like Judaism, Christianity, and Islam emphasize the proper “burial of the 
deceased’s remains” in a sacred or appropriate burial site, holding “to a unitary view of 
the body and soul and to belief in physical resurrection of the body.”83   
Cosmographic spaces are also closely interrelated with the holy places on earth. 
The tripartite structure of both the Tabernacle and the Temple of ancient Israel was often 
considered to symbolize that of the cosmos. For instance, Flavius Josephus, a first-
century Jewish historian, when writing of the Tabernacle, perceived the tripartite 
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structure of the Tabernacle to represent the land (i.e., the outer court), the sea (i.e., the 
inner court), and the heaven (i.e., the Holy of Holies), stating that all the objects in the 
Tabernacle were “made in way of limitation and representation of the universe.”84 
Biblical scholar Gregory K. Beale proposes that the Temple of ancient Israel, which was 
composed of three main parts, represented the following key parts of the cosmos: “(1) the 
outer court represented the habitable world where humanity dwelt; (2) the holy place was 
emblematic of the visible heavens and its light sources; (3) the holy of holies symbolized 
the invisible dimension of the cosmos, where God and his heavenly hosts dwelt.”85 
Perhaps the most common expression of the cosmographic spaces in association with 
particular places on earth in many religions is found in the identification of particular 
locations or temples as the axis mundi, the center of the cosmos. 
 
2.4.2 The Notion of Holy Land 
A second type of geographical form of sacred space is the notion of holy land, 
“the most broadly conceived expression of sacred space” in the material world.86 The 
Promised Land of Israel or Ezretz Yisrael (the Land of Israel),
87
 for instance, is a classic 
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example of a holy land that serves to foster distinctive group identity associated with a 
series of sacred events. Old Testament passages describe the Promised Land as the land 
promised by God to Abraham and his descendants through His covenant with them (Gen. 
12), and given to the Israelites in due time as the fulfillment of that promise. Walter 
Brueggemann emphasizes the central role of the Promised Land in the history of ancient 
Israel. Describing the land both as a promise and a problem, he argues that the Promised 
Land was “the very land that promised to create space for human joy and freedom” as 
well as the one that “became the very source of dehumanizing exploitation and 
oppressing.”88 He goes on to present the history of ancient Israel in two narratives, 
revolving around the theme of the land with the arrival of ancient Israel at the Jordan as 
the junction between these two narratives. The first, a narrative of landlessness on their 
way to the Promised Land, begins with God’s promise to Abraham (Gen. 12) and finds 
its fulfillment when “the LORD gave to Israel all the land that he swore to their ancestors 
that he would give them” (Josh. 21:43a, NRSV). The second is a narrative of landed-ness 
leading to exile, which begins with Joshua and the Israelites, who dismissed the people of 
Canaan and took possession of the land, and concludes with the exile resulting from 
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Israel’s unfaithfulness. A continuing tension between place and placeless is to be 
considered as one of the central themes evident throughout the Hebrew Bible.   
Many passages in the Hebrew Bible indicate that the land of Israel and the city of 
Jerusalem are considered holy.
89
 In the book of Ezekiel, where the making of boundaries 
between the holy and the common is a central concern, the future map of a new Israel and 
a new city in Ezekiel 40-48, envisioned by the prophet Ezekiel, includes the 
transformation of the Land of Israel. In these chapters, as Kalinda R. Stevenson points 
out, Ezekiel provides a detailed map for each of the three separate areas: “the House of 
YHWH or Holy Place; the Portion; and the Land of Israel.”90 Stevenson goes on to argue 
that the text begins with the map of the House of YHWH or Holy Place, the most detailed 
map, expanding to a larger yet less detailed map of a particular section of the land, which 
is called the Portion, and then considers the whole, which is a map of the whole land.
91
 
Ezekiel’s future map (esp. Ezek. 45:1-9; 48:8-22), as Wright also asserts, exhibits “a 
configuration of degrees of holiness: the holiest land with the sanctuary and priests, the 
lesser holy land with the Levites, and the profane land with the city.”92  
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One of the inevitable products of the field of Geography and Religion is biblical 
or scriptural geography, whose central task is often to construct the “historical geography 
of biblical times”93 or that of the Holy Land.94 Catherine D. Smith, in an article “Maps in 
Bibles in the 16
th
 Century,” illustrates how the increased geographical realism expressed 
in bible maps in the sixteenth century functioned as some early forms of biblical 
geography.
95
 Smith asserts that the increased geographical realism expressed in bible 
maps greatly benefited some leading theologians of the Protestant Reformation, such 
giants as Martin Luther and John Calvin, in their accommodation of the maps in bibles, 
which was also aided by “the impact of cartographic advances,” for the propagation of 
their doctrinal messages.
96
 Chris C. Park writes:  
The earliest printed Bible known to contain a map (a heavily stylized map of the  
Holy Land) is dated 1525. Eight types of maps appeared regularly from the 1520s  
– dealing with the Exodus of the Old Testament, Canaan, the Holy Land, the  
Eastern Mediterranean, the Land of Promise (Coverdale), Daniel’s Dream, the  
Garden of Eden, and Paradise.
97
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Maps in bibles reflect the “attempts to identify places and names in the Bible and to 
determine their locations,”98 one of the main goals of biblical geography. Biblical 
geography has also played a central role both in providing the resource for the theological 
imagination and cosmological interpretation for geographers of religion and in serving as 
a catalyst for the rise of modern historical geography in the discipline of Geography and 
Religion.
99
   
The interpretation of the wilderness journey from Kadesh through the Transjordan 
in the Hebrew Bible, however, requires a biblical geography with a “comprehensive 
approach that incorporates both the symbolic representations of Religious Geography and 
the more historically oriented interpretation arising from Geography of Religion.”100 The 
wilderness journey from Kadesh through the Transjordan is recounted in several different 
versions of the Hebrew Bible (Num. 20-21; 33; Deut. 1-3; and Judg. 11). Whereas each 
narrative expresses geographical realism in such a vivid way that is colored by the 
provision of the names of the “exact locations, specific roadways, and carefully placed 
borders to define the extent of the Israelite march and its relationship to the neighboring 
ethnic groups, Edom, Moab, and Ammon,”101 these accounts also contain some 
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conflicting presentations of geography in terms of tracing the course of this Israelite 
journey. For instance, while Numbers 20:14-21 recounts a story of the conflicts of the 
Israelites with a hostile Edomite nation, leading to the detour of their journey around 
Edom and Moab, there is no sign of hostility in Israel’s encounters with Edom and Moab 
in Deut. 2, in which the Israelites are allowed to go through the territory of Edom and 
Moab. Such conflicting presentations of geography have prompted scholars of modern 
biblical scholarship to generate various ways to interpret biblical geography, often 
leading to the rejection of the historical claims of the biblical text or the treatment of the 
text as a creative literary invention. However, the reorientation of approaches to biblical 
geography is still a task to be implemented.  
 
2.4.3 Natural Features of the Landscape 
Different dimensions of the natural world can acquire sacred qualities. These 
geographical forms range from small local natural features like natural springs, caves, 
groves, trees, animals, and rocks, to major landscape features like prominent rivers, lakes, 
mountains (or mountain peaks), and other lofty places. The famous Black Stone at Mecca 
which Muslims believe to be sent down from heaven by Allah is a good example of a 
small local natural space,
102
 whereas “the many of India’s rivers, the Ganga foremost 
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among them,” which are thought “to have crossed over from heaven to earth,”103 are a 
renowned example for the considerable landscape dimension of the natural space.  
Different dimensions of the natural world recounted in the Hebrew Bible attain 
their sacred qualities. The symbolic or theological significance of Mount Zion as a comic 
mountain in the Hebrew Bible has already been noted.
104
 The Jewish (or biblical) view of 
Mount Sinai offers a valuable example of the way in which ancient Jewish traditions 
approach major natural spaces. In ancient Jewish traditions, the scene of the 
establishment of the Mosaic covenant was located at Mount Sinai, “the mountain of God” 
(Exod. 3:1; 24:13), also called Horeb.
105
 Jewish tradition tends to put more emphasis on 
the revelation itself rather than on Mount Sinai, the location of the revelation. The 
ascription of sacred qualities to Mount Sinai comes from its significance as the place of 
divine revelation and theophany (or hierophany) rather than its own intrinsic sanctity. On 
the other hand, Seth D. Kunin argues that Mount Sinai also includes aspects of liminality, 
a significant feature of biblical sacred space, which refers to the ambiguous phase 
between two areas.
106
 Kunin proposes that Sinai is often “described as both a mountain 
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and a wilderness, and is particularly not in the land of Israel.”107 Similarly, Jon D. 
Levenson, in Sinai and Zion, highlights this aspect of liminality concerning Mount 
Sinai.
108
 Levenson also suggests that Sinai as the divine abode was not merely the 
mountain but also much of the wilderness area. Paying attention to the ambiguity of the 
location of this mountain, Levenson suggests that this geographic ambiguity was not 
primarily a matter of topography, but derived from the extra-terrestrial quality of Mount 
Sinai.
109
  
The creation account of the world in the book of Genesis (1:1-2:3) shares the 
presupposition of the universe as a divinely created world with a purpose and order.
110
 
God’s creation of the universe was also followed by another work of God’s creation in a 
Garden called “Eden.” The work of creation in the Garden of Eden in Gen. 2:4b-25 began 
with God’s work of watering the dry ground, as compared to the reverse process in Gen. 
1, where God subdued the chaotic cosmic waters in order to give rise to the dry ground. 
The outcome of watering the ground was the design of a thoroughly irrigated garden land 
                                                                                                                                                                     
or between earth and the underworld (30). See also Victor Turner, The Ritual Process: Structure and Anti-
Structure (Chicago: Aldine, 1969), whose work has extended the understanding and applicability of this 
term.  
107
 Kunin, God’s Place in the World, 40. 
108
 Jon D. Levenson, Sinai and Zion: An Entry into the Jewish Bible (San Francisco: Harper & 
Row, 1985), 19-23.  
109
 Ibid., 21.  
110
 See Ephraim A. Speiser, Genesis, AB (Garden City: Doubleday, 1964), 9, who also asserts that 
“the Primeval History” (Gen. 1-11) is “largely Mesopotamian in substance.”  
  
61 
that symbolized “the land of the blessed.”111 More importantly, the Garden of Eden was 
viewed as the place of God’s dwelling presence on earth: God was described as walking 
in the Garden (Gen. 3:8). The Garden of Eden, Gordon J. Wenham asserts, “is not viewed 
by the author of Genesis simply as a piece of Mesopotamian farmland, but as an 
archetypal sanctuary, that is a place where God dwells and where man should worship 
him.”112  
Apart from the significance of the Garden of Eden as sacred space, where God’s 
presence dwells, the Four Rivers that are said to have flowed out of Eden to water the 
Garden have some cosmic implications, posing some problems for a historical geography. 
The river which irrigates the Garden flows out of Eden and branches into four streams: 
first, Pishon “that flows around the land of Havilah,” a land of pure gold and precious 
stones (2:11-12); secondly, Gihon “that flows around the land of Cush” (2:13); thirdly, 
Tigris that “flows east of Assyria” (2:14); and fourthly, the Euphrates (2:14), which 
receives no further description. The four rivers progress from an unknown location like 
Pishon, to the local scale of Gihon, and then to the famous world rivers like the Tigris 
and Euphrates that may not need further description. The incorporation of geographical 
references that are both obscure and well-known creates a problem for a historical 
geography on account of the challenge of finding the location of the Pishon and Gihon 
rivers on the map. More importantly, the motif of paradise in Genesis 2:10-14 recalls the 
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ancient tradition that a temple would be built on a primal mountain of creation from 
which the waters of the earth could flow.
113
  
 
2.4.4 Sacred Cities  
A fourth geographical form of sacred space is that of sacred cities. The entire city 
as a whole can be designated as sacred and play an important religious role. A variety of 
overlapping factors can contribute to the ascription of sacred status to a city.
114
 Certain 
cities acquire their sacred status from their historical associations with fundamental 
historical events or crucial divine revelations in the development of particular religions. 
The sacredness of a city can also be obtained through its association with particular 
deities, sacred figures, or manifestations of the supernatural. Besides, some cities have 
attained their sacred status in association with their role as ritual centers or their 
organizational role as centers of religious authority.   
The city of Jerusalem, the Holy City of three world religions (Judaism, 
Christianity, and Islam),
115
 is a prime example to which various overlapping factors 
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mentioned above contribute to its sacred status either in entirety or at least in part.
116
 A 
brief discussion of the city of Jerusalem as a holy city in three world religions can shed 
light on what constitutes a holy city. Some distinctive elements of sacred space, such as 
direction and orientation, play a commanding role in Jerusalem as a holy city. The 
significance of the city of Jerusalem in these three world religions can be illustrated in the 
notion of sacred direction and sacred orientation, a significant feature of sacred space.
117
 
Burton L. Gordon, in an article entitled “Sacred Directions, Orientation and the Top of 
the Map,” illustrates how different religious traditions favor certain sacred directions and 
orientations.
118
 Gordon provides various contexts in which the direction of Jerusalem is 
favored by different religious traditions, arguing that the notion of sacred direction 
toward Jerusalem is still reflected in the orientation of churches, mosques, and 
synagogues.
119
 For instance, as Old Testament passages attest, the ancient Jews revered 
the direction of Jerusalem, the City of God (1 Kgs. 8:36; Dan. 6:10; cf., 1 Esd. 4:58). 
                                                        
116
 A further detailed discussion of Jerusalem will be provided in the ensuing chapters of this 
dissertation, particularly in Chapters 5 and 6.   
117
 See Kunin, God’s Pl ce in  he Wo ld, 36-37, for an excellent summary of the notion of 
direction or more specifically movement in different directions in biblical space. Kunin proposes that in the 
Bible the eastward movement retains a negative connotation whereas the westward movement is positive. 
Such examples include: the negative eastward movement of Adam and Eve from the Garden of Eden (Gen. 
3:24), the eastward movement of Cain after murdering Abel (Gen. 4:6), the association of Israel with the 
west and westward movement and the nations with the east and eastward movement (Gen. 25:6).  
118
 Burton L. Gordon, “Sacred Directions, Orientation and the Top of the Map,” in History of 
Religions, vol. 10, no. 3 (Feb., 1971): 211-27.  
119
 See Gordon, “Sacred Directions,” 215-217. Jewish synagogues in the west are mostly aligned 
from west to east with worshippers facing the Ark towards Jerusalem, whereas those in the east are aligned 
in the opposite direction towards Jerusalem. Christian churches, since the eighth century, generally have 
also been oriented with the altar, facing east. In Muslim mosques, a special niche called the mihrab is built 
into a wall so that the prayers of those facing the mihrab will be offered toward Mecca. 
  
64 
Taking the “idea of a Holy City as a spiritual pole and of a sacred direction, or kiblah,” 
the Prophet Mohammed is also said to have prayed toward Jerusalem until he received a 
revelation directing him to turn his back upon it and face Mecca.
120
 Since this choice of 
Mecca in place of Jerusalem as the Holy City of Islam, the sense of this kiblah, a holy 
direction towards Mecca, has replaced the direction toward Jerusalem, pervading most 
dimensions of the daily life of Muslims throughout the world, including the obligation to 
turn towards Mecca to pray wherever they are.
121
  
Various traits of Jerusalem/Zion as a holy city in the Hebrew Bible have already 
been noted in this chapter, and a fuller discussion of Jerusalem/Zion in various different 
texts in the Hebrew Bible will be provided in the ensuing chapters of this dissertation. A 
brief review of Christian perspectives of Jerusalem as a holy city attested by the New 
Testament Scriptures will be presented here. According to Christian perspectives, the city 
of Jerusalem has historical and theological significance as the location of the final days of 
Jesus that began with Jesus’ triumphal entry into Jerusalem and his confrontations in the 
Jerusalem Temple (Mt. 21:1-27; Mk. 11:1-11, 15-19; Lk. 19:28-38, 45-46; Jn. 12:12-15; 
cf., 2:13-17). Another series of the events of Jesus’ final days at Jerusalem include: Jesus’ 
Last Supper in an “Upper Room,” his arrest in Gethsemane, his trial before a Jewish 
Council and his dispensation by Pontius Pilate (Mt. 26:17-27:31; Mk. 14:12-15:20; Lk. 
22:7-23:48; Jn. 18:1-19:16). In the Gospels, Jerusalem is also described as the location of 
the crucifixion of Jesus at Golgotha, of Jesus’ temporary tomb, of his resurrection and 
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ascension and of the prophecy of Jesus’ return (Mt. 27:32-28:20; Mk. 15:21-16:20; Lk. 
23:26-24:53; Jn. 19:17-21:25).
122
 The events of the Pentecost, which are recorded in the 
book of Acts, are also said to have taken place at Jerusalem. The Acts and Pauline 
Epistles have references to James, the brother of Jesus, who became a leading member of 
the early Jerusalem church.
123
 Jerusalem also served as the key center of ritual activity 
centering on pilgrimage, purification rituals, and sacrificial rituals, particularly in 
association with Jewish great festivals.
124
 It was the city to which Jesus was brought as a 
child, to be presented at the Temple (Lk. 2:22) and to attend festivals (Lk. 2:41). The 
sanctity of Jerusalem is further strengthened by its associations with the prophecies about 
the last days in which the elevation of Jerusalem has eschatological significance. In the 
last days, the mountain of the Lord, Mount Zion, another name for Jerusalem, would be 
honored as the City of God and the focal point of the world’s worship, attracting all the 
nations because of God’s presence and influence there.125 The glorious fulfillment of this 
prophecy can also be found in the eschatological Jerusalem, which was distinguished by 
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the terms “holy” and “new”: “And I saw the holy city, the new Jerusalem, coming out of 
heaven from God, prepared as a bride adorned for her husband” (Rev. 21:2, NRSV).126   
 
2.4.5 Sacred Places at a Local Scale 
The next geographical form of sacred space concerns various kinds of sacred 
places constructed at a local scale, including temples and shrines that can be mostly used 
as places for worship or for rituals. In the Hebrew Bible, two major types of sacred space 
are developed, the centralized and the decentralized models.
127
 The centralized model of 
biblical sacred space is primarily exemplified by the dynamic model of the Tabernacle of 
wilderness and the static model of the Temple in Jerusalem. Whether dynamic or static, 
the centralized model of sacred space functioned as the center of Israelite public worship 
and rituals, as well as the dwelling place of God. Whereas the dynamic model of the 
Tabernacle reflected the movability of the dwelling presence of God, the static model of 
the Temple of Solomon signified the permanent dwelling place of God. The decentralized 
or localized model is represented by the numerous smaller shrines or sacred sites 
dispersed throughout the biblical text. The dynamic aspect of sacred space is also 
essential to some examples of the decentralized or localized model, particularly in the 
book of Genesis. God’s sacred encounters with the patriarchs, for instance, typically took 
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place at a succession of stopping points of their wanderings rather than at one fixed 
location. Many scattered references to the sanctuaries or open cultic sites or cultic places 
called the “high places” (twmb, b  ôt) also came into view at various locations in the 
land of Israel, such as Gilgal, Shiloh, Shechem, Mount Carmel, Mount Gerizim, Mount 
Ebal, Beer-sheba, Mizpah, Gibeon, Ophrah, Dan, and Bethel, as attested in the Hebrew 
Bible.
128
 
Apart from the function of worship or ritual uses, local sacred spaces serve many 
other significant functions, “including funerary practices, festival uses, and rites of 
initiation or purification.”129 As already noted, in many religions, local places are often 
associated with public festivals or ritual practices related to rites of passage, which are 
connected to important phases or milestones in an individual’s life. Local places set aside 
for the burial of the dead also carry significant meanings for many religions. Some 
religions, such as Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, typically bury the dead in tombs or 
graves on a piece of land set aside precisely for that purpose. Pieces of land set aside for 
the dead are considered to be holy grounds, and “monuments (including headstones and 
statutes) are erected to mark where the deceased are buried.”130 In some cultures and 
primal religions, where the practice of ancestor worship of deceased family members, 
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clan chiefs or ancient rulers is customary,
131
 “the burial grounds of the deceased are 
located in or near family compounds and become important shrines for seeking assistance 
from ancestors.”132   
In the Hebrew Bible, the memorial stone called ma   b h (hbcm) is said to have 
been erected by the patriarch Jacob to mark the grave of Rachel, his beloved wife, in 
Bethlehem (Gen. 35:19-21) and by Absalom (who did not have a son to keep his name 
alive) to serve as a personal memorial in the valley of the king, labeling the pillar 
(ma   b h) after his own name (2 Sam. 18:18). The Hebrew noun ma   b h (hbcm), 
which derived from the Hebrew root n   (bcn), meaning “to stand, stand upright, or take a 
stand,”133 basically referred to a stone standing upright, erected by human hands.134 
Depending on the context, however, the cultic installation called ma   b h (pl.         , 
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twbcm) could refer to several different things, becoming the object of either condonation 
or condemnation.
135
  
The practice of the erection of a ma   b h (or         ) as a memorial stone was 
considered acceptable in ancient Israelite life. For instance, Jacob is said to have erected a 
ma   b h (hbcm), as a memorial stone to commemorate his sacred encounters with 
Yahweh who appeared to him in a theophany at Luz, which Jacob renamed as Bethel 
(Gen. 28:18-22; 35:9-15). A ma   b h (hbcm) was also erected as a witness and 
memorial stone in the context of the making of a covenant by Jacob and Laban (Gen. 
31:49-52), by Moses (Exod. 24:3-8, the twelve          (twbcm) to represent the twelve 
tribes of Israel), and by Joshua probably for the similar purpose at the covenant renewal 
ceremony between Yahweh and Israel at Shechem, though the erected stone (°eben, !ba) 
was not specifically called a ma   b h (hbcm) in the text (Josh. 24:25-27).136 With 
contrast to the function of the erection of a ma   b h (or         ) as a memorial pillar, 
which was considered acceptable, the use of a ma   b h (hbcm) as a cultic installation 
was condemned, particularly in a context where the term ma   b h (hbcm) symbolized a 
male deity, Baal, “the sacred pillar [ma   b h] of Baal” (2 Kgs. 3:2), frequently 
mentioned in conjunction with the cultic places called the “high places” (     , twmb), as 
                                                        
135
 Manor, “Massebah,” 602.  
136
 Clines, The Dictionary of Classical Hebrew, 442.  
  
70 
well as with other cultic installations like the sacred poles (ʾ      , ~yrva), altars 
(z     t, twxbz) and/or graven images (p s l  , ~ylysp).137   
 
2.4.6 Reduced and Smallest Micro-scales: Small Objects and Human Body  
The geographical forms of sacred space can be constructed at further reduced or 
micro-scales, which include the spaces created by specific sacred objects and the body 
space of human beings. These localized forms of sacred space are small and limited in 
scale. Nonetheless, their import far outweighs their size and limited scope. The most 
commonly expressed forms of sacred space at this small scale are altars or similar cultic 
objects that serve to provide the focal point of one’s encounter with the divine. Altars, as 
Stump asserts, “represent the most immediate points of contact between the human and 
the superhuman, achieved through prayer, offerings, sacrifice, or some other form of 
ritual.”138 Altar, according to The Concise Oxford Dictionary of World Religions, derives 
from the Latin altare (“to raise up”) and is defined as a “structure, often raised, either 
natural or humanly made, usually with a flat surface, on which offerings are made to God 
or gods.”139 Altars, whether domestic or public, signify important functions in many 
religions. The “most archaic altars” Kees W. Bolle points out, “are made of earth or of 
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natural stone, which stands for the earth.”140 In ancient Indian religions, for instance, the 
vedi (“altar”) “consists of a piece of ground strewn with a special grass,” symbolizing the 
earth.
141
 In Hinduism, the vedi is also believed to be the axis mundi, the center of the 
world and the actual point of contact with the divine who comes into the world at the 
very point.
142
 In Roman Catholicism, the altar represents “a consecrated space whose 
sacredness allows it to hold the wine and wafer of the Eucharist.”143 This meal aspect of 
the Eucharist stresses “the table aspect of the altar,” which “recalls the Last Supper.”144  
The immense role of the altar played in ancient Israelite religious tradition is also 
to be noted. The use of numerous types of ancient Israelite altars has been attested in both 
literary and archaeological resources. Ziony Zevit provides a helpful list of various types 
of Israelite altars: 
Date bearing on Israelite altars, both from literary and archaeological sources,  
reveal that a plethora of types were used: slightly-elevated earthen and field stone  
altars for ʿōlâ and zebaµ offerings dedicated to YHWH; low altars not dedicated  
to YHWH for similar sacrifices (cf. Ezek. 33:25, and the other altar room at Dan);  
altars with and without bases (cf. the main tabernacle altar, small altars from altar  
room at Dan), with and without horn; round-shaped and square-shaped (but not  
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rectangular or triangular-shaped) altars; rimmed and unrimmed, larger and smaller  
altars placed in juxtaposition (Arad and Megiddo).
145
 
 
Zevit concludes that this variety points “to a variety of rituals, to rituals with different 
objectives.”146 Sacrificial worship is a central means of religious expressions in ancient 
Israelite religious traditions. Within the dates from the Hebrew Bible alone, the Israelite 
altars were “used for various kinds of libations and sacrifices, such as grain, meat, and 
incense.”147 Aside from the use of altars of earth or un-hewn stones for sacrifices,148 the 
central object in the court was the sacrificial altar which was overlaid with bronze (Exod. 
38:1-7; 1 Kgs. 8:64). Noteworthy is also the fact that the first step in rebuilding the 
Temple was the reconstruction of the altar. The restoration of the altar, along with the 
implementation of priesthood, signified a return of sacrificial worship (Ezra 3:1-7).  
The Ark was the central symbol of the dwelling presence of Yahweh in ancient 
Israelite religion.
149
 The Ark was both a container for the covenant documents (Exod. 
25:16) and a footstool above which God was invisibly enthroned (1 Sam. 4:4; 2 Sam. 6:2; 
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2 Kgs. 19:15).
150
 The Ark was a portable wooden chest by means of which the God of 
Sinai accompanied and guided Israel on the journey to the Promised Land (Num. 10:33). 
This portable wooden chest was also called “the Ark of the Covenant” after its chief 
contents, the tablets of the Mosaic covenant (Exod. 25:16, 22). The apparent association 
of the Ark with the notion of God’s power and holiness, as well as his dwelling presence, 
is clearly apparent.
151
 The presence of the Ark was perceived “to be potent,” as a 
movable palladium of Yahweh, which could lead Israel in war, bringing “the power of 
God into the camp.”152 The Ark, the only item in the most holy place, signified the center 
of sacred space exemplified in the Tabernacle or the Temple of ancient Israel. The Ark of 
the Covenant as the central symbol of the dwelling presence of Yahweh among people 
also came to be considered as the container of the Torah or Law in later Rabbinic 
Judaism and thereby “still represented the deity’s presence, only now in the Torah rather 
than upon an invisible throne.”153   
Another important localized form of sacred space at a micro-scale is the body 
space of a believer. “In many religious traditions, the localization of sacred space,” as 
                                                        
150
 See Exod. 25:10-22. Yahweh was believed to be enthroned invisibly upon the mercy seat, 
which served as the cover of the Ark and the footstool of God’s cherubim throne upon the Ark. The 
presence of Yahweh was associated with the Ark of the Covenant, together with the cherubim throne and 
the mercy seat.  
151
 See 2 Sam. 6:2-11, which states that Uzzah’s death for having touched the Ark of the Covenant. 
Uzzah’s death showed the power of the holiness of the Ark, which was not to be touched (cf., 1 Chr. 13:7-
14).  
152
 Miller, The Religion of Ancient Israel, 133. See also Num. 10:35-36; 1 Sam. 4:7-8.  
153
 Ibid., 16.  
  
74 
Stump states, “extends as well to the body of the adherent.”154 Gerardus Van der Leeuw, 
who understands sacred space as something that can be created by the effects of power, 
proposes an evolutionary model of sacred space ranging from a natural locale, to temples 
and houses, to cities, and finally to the body space of human beings.
155
 In his 
evolutionary model of sacred space, he emphasizes the notion of the internalization of 
sacred space where heart or soul becomes the holy of holies. Applying the internalization 
of sacred space to his understanding of Muslim mystical traditions, Van der Leeuw 
argues that the pilgrimage to Mecca can take place even “in one’s room” or “by walking 
seven times around a sage,” since “the real sanctuary is man” himself.156   
The sanctity of body space stems from an intrinsic quality of the human body. 
Human beings, according to some religious traditions, such as Judaism and Christianity, 
are believed to be created in the image of God, and thereby the body space of human 
beings can carry a degree of sanctity. The Christian perspectives of a believer’s body in 
particular have further implications for human body as sacred space. From a Christian 
perspective, the body of a believer is identified as the temple of God, the very abode 
where the Holy Spirit, the Spirit of God, can reside and is thus considered holy and 
                                                        
154
 Stump, The Geography of Religion, 328. For a survey of body space in religions, see Sarah 
Coakley, ed., Religion and the Body (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1997). For more on body 
space, see also Dawn Marie Hayes, Body and Sacred Place in Medieval Europe 1100-1389 (New York: 
Routledge, 2003); Setha M. Low and Denise Lawrence-Z  iga, “Locating Culture,” in The Anthropology 
of Space and Place, edited by Setha M. Low and Denise Lawrence-Z  iga (Malden: Blackwell Publishing, 
2003), 2-9.  
155
 Van der Leeuw, Religion in Essence and Manifestation, 2 vols (Gloucester: Peter Smith, 1967). 
156
 Van der Leeuw, Religion in Essence and Manifestation, 402.  
  
75 
sacred (1 Cor. 3:16; 6:19; cf., Rom. 8:9; 2 Cor. 13:5).
157
 The Christian belief in the 
resurrection of the dead and the resurrected body, which is also a common component of 
the eschatology for some religious traditions, such as Judaism and Islam, further 
characterize the human body as the transfigured, spiritual, and heavenly body space that 
will not be subject to decay (1 Cor. 15:35-58).
158
   
The concept of space produced by the metaphor of a female body, as an extension 
of the notion of human body as space, adds some powerful effects to the narratives in the 
Hebrew Bible. The personification of cities as women and the employment of female-
body imagery have been attested in various books of the Hebrew Bible, such as Isaiah, 
Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Hosea, and Nahum. For instance, in Isaiah 66:5-14, Zion was 
imagined as a motherly body with a womb and breast full of milk (vv. 7, 11), as well as a 
loving mother who nursed her children, carried them in her arms and dandled them on her 
knees (vv. 12-13). Christl M. Maier asserts that Zion’s fertile female body here performs 
two functions:  
Zion’s fertile female body is the site of salvation for her children. Zion’s role as  
nurturing mother underlines the imagination of a city full of people and conveys  
the sentiments of satiation, protection and comfort. At the same time, Zion’s body  
is a sign of the coming time of salvation since it symbolizes the relationship  
between the addresses and God.
159
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Similarly, Ezekiel 16 and 23 also employ the personification of cities as women, in 
conjunction with the metaphors of marriage and adultery. In Ezekiel 16, the metaphor of 
the unfaithful wife reinforces the rhetorical effect of describing an extensive history of 
Jerusalem’s apostasy. Ezekiel 23 takes up the metaphor of two sisters, Oholah (i.e., 
Samaria, the older [ʾoh lâ, hlha]) and Oholibah (i.e., Jerusalem, the younger [ʾoh l  â, 
hbylha]), in order to describe the sins of both Samaria and Jerusalem. The foreign 
alliances pursued by both Samaria and Jerusalem are viewed as the sins of fornication 
committed against Yahweh which caused the defilement of their own bodies and selves 
(e.g., Ezek. 23).  
 
 
2.4.7 Expansive Scales: Pilgrimage and Dynamic Model of Space 
Lastly, sacred space can take on the geographical forms at more expansive scales, 
particularly in the form of pilgrimage and dynamic models of space, so-called movable 
territory. At more expansive scales, first of all, believers interact with sacred space by 
means of a geographical form of pilgrimage.
160
 According to The American Heritage 
Dictionary of the English Language, pilgrimage is defined as a “journey to a sacred place 
or shrine,” and a pilgrim as a “religious devotee who journeys to a shrine or sacred space” 
or a “person who travels, especially to foreign lands or to a place of great personal 
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importance.”161 The geographer Robert H. Stoddard argues that sacred points and lines, 
as well as sacred areas, which make up sacred paths and migration patterns in 
pilgrimages, are significant constituents of the geography of sacred space.
162
  
Scholars suggest that pilgrimage signifies a certain type of religious rite of 
passage, which comprises separation (leaving home), transition (journey to the sacred 
place), and incorporation (arrival at the destination). Victor Turner, a British cultural 
anthropologist, sees pilgrimage as a religious rite of passage that can bring about a 
transformation in one’s life. Pilgrimages, like the threefold structure of other rites of 
passage (rites de passage, “rites of passage or transition”) as proposed by Arnold van 
Gennep,
163
 according to Turner, are characterized by three successive phases: 1) a pre-
liminal phase of separation, 2) a liminal phase of transition, and 3) a post-liminal phase of 
reintegration (or aggregation).
164
 Focusing on the intermediate or liminal phase of 
transition, which allows people to move to a new status or state, Turner identifies the 
effect of transformation on a personal or individual level as a significant function and a 
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critical goal of pilgrimages. He also emphasizes the element of communitas as another 
important outcome of pilgrimages, which can be described as a feeling or an experience 
of having a sense of equality and commonness that dissolves and transcends conventional 
social barriers or other distinctions.
165
 Seeing the notion of a pilgrimage as a detachment 
from place, Turner also describes three separate stages of the passage of pilgrimage in 
another term, where one starts with a “Familiar Place” at home, goes through a journey to 
a “Far Place,” in which the pilgrimage shrines are located, often distant from and 
peripheral to the rest of one’s life, and then returns to the “Familiar Place” as a changed 
person.
166
 The Chinese human geographer Yi-Fu Tuan, in his article “In Place, Out of 
Place,” also understands the function of pilgrimage as a type of ritual that can break up 
the routine of one’s daily life to expand the horizons of one’s perception of place.167 
Contrasting being “in place” and “out of place,” Tuan argues that religious pilgrimage 
helps individuals who spend most of their lives in place to meet their needs to be out of 
place. While detaching from the usual routine in place through pilgrimage, one can 
discover what place really means, that is, “a temporary abode, not an enduring city.”168  
Both Turner and Tuan indicate that the significance of pilgrimage lies in the 
totality of the entire journey. The biblical scholar, Graham I. Davies, in his book entitled 
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The Way of the Wilderness, argues that the Old Testament accounts of the Exodus and the 
wilderness journey to the Promised Land comprise various indications of the routes taken 
by the Israelites with the specific travel trails, the so-called “wilderness itineraries.” 
Davies suggests that the Exodus of the ancient Israelites from Egypt and their forty-year 
journeys in search of the Promised Land were essentially a form of pilgrimage.
169
 He 
points out that the entire journey of the Israelites in the wilderness should be weighed 
with the same significance given to the actual entrance into the Promised Land, the very 
destination of this journey. Norbert C. Brockman, who has published Encyclopedia of 
Sacred Places, also confirms the importance of the totality of the journey in pilgrimage, 
asserting that the “journey itself is as important as the goal because it is a symbol of 
purification.”170  
An important distinction is to be made between an obligatory pilgrimage and a 
voluntary one. Pilgrimages involve world-famous pilgrimage sites such as the Arabian 
city of Mecca in Islam,
171
 the French town of Lourdes in Roman Catholics,
172
 and the 
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Holy Land pilgrimage sites, which include Mt. Carmel, Nazareth, Cana, Jordan River, 
Capernaum, Mount of Beatitudes, Mt. Tabor, Jericho, Bethlehem, Dead Sea, Jerusalem, 
etc. These sites attract a great number of believers and visitors from different countries in 
the world, contributing to the development of particular forms of tourism. David E. 
Sopher points out the economic, social, political, and cultural impacts caused by these 
mass circulations of people. For instance, Sopher comments on how Mecca, a center of 
the Muslim pilgrimage, “promotes secondary flows of trade, cultural exchange, social 
mixing, and political integration.”173 Apart from these effects brought by pilgrimages, 
most participants in this spatial context have closer proximity to the divine presence or 
seek special guidance from other devout believers or saints. They often seek to obtain 
“spiritual satisfaction and comfort,” which includes “the purification of souls or the 
promise of some desired objective (such as wealth, longevity or happiness).”174 Often, the 
pilgrims achieve their own personal transformation in the course of the fulfillment of 
their religious obligation or as a result of the demonstration of their repentance within 
their religious traditions.    
Pilgrimages presented in the Hebrew Bible have some other important 
implications that are to be noted. According to biblical texts, first of all, three times in the 
year all Israelite males were obliged to make the pilgrimage (Exod. 23:14-17; cf., 1 Sam. 
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1:3, 21).
175
 The specific venue of pilgrimage was not explicitly mentioned in the Hebrew 
Bible. The biblical texts, however, contain some indications that different sites (e.g., 
Shiloh, Dan, and Bethel) have been the locus of ancient Israelite pilgrimages, while 
Jerusalem functioned as the rightful and legitimate site for ancient Israelite pilgrimage 
and sacrifice by the exilic period. In 1 Sam. 1:3-21, for instance, where the pilgrimage to 
Shiloh was described as the one which was performed on a yearly basis (v. 3), the 
pilgrimage was made for the purpose of worship and sacrifice (vv. 4-5), and the entire 
family (e.g., Elkanah’s wives, sons, and daughters) participated in this pilgrimage (vv. 4-
7), though it is not certain whether women (e.g., Hannah and Peninnah) were obliged to 
make the pilgrimage. The significance of Shiloh as a sacred site and the locus for 
pilgrimage was emphasized by the presence of the Ark of the Covenant there (1 Sam. 
3:3). An indication for pilgrimages to Jerusalem is found in 1 Kgs. 12:26-33, where 
Jeroboam king of Israel built two new centers of worship, Dan and Bethel, within his 
own territory in order to prevent people from continuing to make pilgrimages to 
Jerusalem. The Israelite national pilgrimage to Jerusalem is also attested in 2 Chr. 29:1-
31:1, where the covenantal aspect of pilgrimage was highlighted by the reestablishment 
of the covenant with God, which was accompanied by Hezekiah’s restoration of the 
Temple, the celebration of a national Passover, and his further religious reforms. King 
Josiah’s reforms also led to the celebration of a national Passover at Jerusalem that was 
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attended by the entire nation who made pilgrimages to Jerusalem (2 Kgs. 23:21-23; 2 Chr. 
35:1-19).   
Seth D. Kunin, in his book God’s Place in the World, offers a helpful discussion 
on the distinctive characteristics of biblical pilgrimages that are to be differentiated from 
other types of pilgrimages. Kunin offers an extended critique of Victor Turner’s model of 
pilgrimage, assessing the applicability of Turner’s model to biblical sacred space.176 
Unlike the characteristics of pilgrimages emphasized in Turner’s model, Kunin argues 
that ancient Israelite pilgrimages pay little attention either to the aspect of the 
transformation on a personal (or individual) level or to the pilgrimage journey itself. 
Whereas Turner’s analysis of pilgrimage compares the notion of transformation to the 
one found in rites of transition, which is typically characterized by significant or 
permanent changes in an individual status and on a personal level, pilgrimage described 
in the biblical texts operates on a different level, serving to achieve different goals. The 
three pilgrimage festivals prescribed as the obligation of all Israelite men, Kunin observes, 
were all “associated to the events surrounding the acceptance of the covenant by Israel, 
and thus its birth as a nation apart,”177 rather than an occasion to celebrate or 
commemorate a personal transformation. The effect of biblical pilgrimage thus serves to 
revalidate on a yearly basis the distinction between Israel and the nations on a wider and 
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societal level. “Pilgrimage to Jerusalem,” Kunin asserts, “strengthened the qualitative 
boundaries and distinction between Israel (the pilgrims) and the nations (non-
pilgrims).”178   
Aside from the covenantal aspect of biblical pilgrimage, Kunin also goes on to 
argue that the biblical description of pilgrimages does not seem to have its focus on the 
physical liminality of the journey itself.
179
 In 1 Samuel 1, for instance, where the priest 
Elkanah’s annual pilgrimage to worship and sacrifice in Shiloh were mentioned (v. 3), no 
particular attention was drawn to the journey to Shiloh, although the narrative began with 
the locale at Shiloh: “Every year this man used to go up from his town to worship, and to 
sacrifice to Yahweh Sabaoth at Shiloh (1 Sam. 1:3a, NJB). Other texts which talked about 
pilgrimages to Jerusalem also tend to emphasize what was to be done at the Temple, such 
as the act of sacrifice and other rituals at the sacred place, rather than the journey itself. In 
2 Chronicles 30, where Hezekiah called people to come to Jerusalem, the text again 
focuses on the act of sacrifice rather than the pilgrimage journey. Kunin’s observation of 
the characteristics of pilgrimage in the biblical text is insightful and valuable to our 
understanding of the implications of pilgrimage in the Hebrew Bible.  
Finally, another expansive geographical form of sacred space, which goes beyond 
the model of static, immovable, and real places on the ground, is found in the concept of 
the Torah as a “movable territory.” As already noted in this chapter, the dynamic aspect 
of sacred space is essential to biblical sacred space in the Hebrew Bible. The sacred 
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encounters of the Israelite patriarchs (Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob) with God typically took 
place at a succession of stopping points of their wanderings rather than at one fixed 
location. These sacred sites of altars or those of pillars were not regarded as the dwelling 
place of a localized god. Rather, essential to these sacred encounters was “a dynamic 
relation with people rather than with places, with the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob 
rather than of Beersheba and Bethel.”180 God was depicted as the one who accompanied 
the entire family line of the patriarchs on their wanderings. Israel’s tent sanctuary, known 
as the Tabernacle of wilderness,
181
 also exemplified the dynamic aspect of biblical sacred 
space. As the Israelite camp moved, the sacred space moved. God who was not tied to 
any fixed location traveled and moved along with the Israelites who took their wilderness 
journey to the Promised Land.    
Emanuel Maier proposes the idea of the Torah as a movable territory,
182
 which 
functioned as the centralizing force of enabling the exiled Jews to manage to exist as an 
identifiable political and religious identity in the face of loss of real territory during many 
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years of exile.
183
 To the exiled people of Israel, Maier argues, the concept of sacred space 
was not necessarily to be defined in a real territorial term. Rather, it took on the form of 
portable, dynamic, movable, and enduring space which made it possible to accompany 
the exiled people of Israel. “In accompanying the people of Israel into exile,” Maier 
asserts, Torah functioned “as a token that they were not entirely abandoned by God,” also 
serving as a symbolic substitute for the loss of real territory of Israel.
184
  
The French philosopher Paul Ricoeur, who has made a significant impact on 
theology, shows much interest in the importance of narrative to the shaping of human 
identity and to the reconstruction of a sustainable historical consciousness. Ricoeur 
argues that narrative is a critical key to our individual and collective identities.
185
 
Ricoeur’s concern to recover what may be called a narrative of the oppressed has been a 
great concern for contemporary treatments of spatial issues by social scientists and 
anthropologists. The contested nature of space and the significance of a narrative of the 
marginalized are also recognized by Philip Sheldrake who poses important questions to 
be asked: “Whose narrative has been told?” “Who belongs within the story of this 
place?”186  
                                                        
183
 Emmanuel Maier, “Torah as Movable Territory,” in Annals of the Association of American 
Geographers 65 (1975): 18-23.  
184
 Maier, “Torah as Movable Territory,” 21. To the exiled Jews, the Torah was also “the promise 
of eventual return, when land and people, Torah and God are reunited in their proper dwelling place” (21).  
185
 Paul Ricoeur, Time and Narrative, vol. 1 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1984), 3. 
Reconciling the dichotomy between history as true and stories as fiction, Ricoeur asserts that both history 
and fiction refer in different ways to the historicity of human experience. 
186
 Philip Sheldrake, Spaces for the Sacred: Place, Memory and Identity (London: SCM Press, 
2001), 19.      
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Sacred space in its diverse forms and scales provides various spatial contexts and 
uses in which people can find and articulate its meanings and significance. Some forms 
of sacred space provide spatial contexts where believers perform cultic or worship 
practices, bringing together those who participate in these worship practices. Other ritual 
practices, which are associated with major life transitions, such as birth, maturation, 
initiation, and death, can also signify a context where larger communities of participants 
or believers can share a common sense of sacred identity. In some contexts, however, 
one’s ability to use and interact with particular centers of sacredness can be “threatened 
or prevented by outside forces.”187 This contested nature of sacred space is often involved 
in much of spatial issues, demanding further consideration.
188
 Even members of the same 
religious community, for instance, “may disagree over the meaning and uses of a 
particular space.”189   
Recent scholarship has paid more attention to the political dimension of sacred 
space. Roger Friedland and Richard D. Hecht, in an article entitled “The Politics of 
Sacred Space: Jerusalem’s Temple Mount/al-haram al-sharif,” for instance, demonstrate 
how the sacred site of the Temple Mount has been “a source of enormous social power, 
control over which has been contested between and within the Israeli and Palestinian 
                                                        
187
 Stump, The Geography of Religion, 304.  
188
 For more on contested spaces, Setha M. Low and Denise Lawrence-Z  iga, “Locating Culture,” 
18-25.    
189
 Stump, The Geography of Religion, 305.  
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communities.”190 In the midst of witnessing more overt forms of conflict emerging in the 
often-violent disputes, they also observe the prevalent presence of another form of 
violence, that is, profanation, so-called symbolic violence. Groups in both communities 
have sought to despoil the sacred space of the others by means of profanation, an act of 
symbolic violence. Profanation, Friedland and Hecht argue, is symbolic violence, which 
serves as “a symbolic discourse about the statue of a symbolic place.”191 By profaning the 
sacred space of the others, one can redefine the others as “profane, an alien with no claim 
to possession of that space.”192   
The contested nature of sacred space is also a critical issue for the meanings, 
significance and uses of biblical sacred space in the Hebrew Bible. Various types of 
Israelite cultic places and installations have been disapproved or condemned in the 
biblical texts. Often, these cultic installations were perceived as a threat or violation 
against the normative practice of the worship of Yahweh. Once the Temple of Solomon 
in Jerusalem was constructed, the only acceptable and legitimate locus for the worship of 
Yahweh was the Temple itself. Shrines, all worship sites, the high places (     , twmb), 
                                                        
190
 Roger Friedland and Richard D. Hecht, “The Politics of Sacred Place: Jerusalem’s Temple 
Mount/al-haram al-sharif,” 21-61, in Sacred Places and Profane Spaces, edited by Jamie Scott and Paul 
Simpson-Houseley (New York; Westport; Connecticut; London: Greenwood Press, 1991), 54. For this 
topic, see also G. Rowley, “Divisions in a Holy City,” in Geographical Magazine 56 (1984): 196-202, who 
speaks of the City of Jerusalem, the Holy City of three world religions, Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, 
each of which claims the right to control what happens within its public space. 
191
 Friedland and Hecht, “The Politics of Sacred Place,” 55. See also Bruce Lincoln, Discourse 
and the Construction of Society: Comparative Studies of Myth, Ritual, and Classification (New York and 
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989). 
192
 Friedland and Hecht, “The Politics of Sacred Place,” 56. Symbolic violence, Friedland and 
Hecht argue, is a way “to mobilize intense opposition,” “to demonstrate the ultimate powerless of the other,” 
and “to delegitimize those political forces who would treat the disposition of territory as a matter to be 
negotiated between normal states” (56).  
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and even the official sanctuaries of the Northern Kingdom of Israel (e.g., Dan and Bethel) 
that competed with the Jerusalem Temple were regarded as illegitimate. Sometimes, 
these cultic installations were interpreted as detestable and became the objects to be 
suppressed or destroyed, as in the reforms of the Judean kings, such as Hezekiah and 
Josiah. An understanding of the meanings, functions, and uses of such cultic installations 
requires a consideration of this contested nature of sacred space. Often, the nature of 
conflict reveals some significant aspects of sacred space that are essential to an 
understanding of the meanings, functions, and significance of particular sacred spaces or 
places in one’s religious tradition.  
 
2.5 Summary of Chapter Two 
The plurality of meanings and approaches, not one single answer, has been given 
to the central question of what constitutes the notion of sacred space. The process of 
designation and selection of sacred spaces comprises a multi-dimensional task, which 
involves the exploration of the classification of sacred space, differentiating the sources 
of sacredness of places, as well as exploring the forms, contexts, and uses of such places. 
A brief survey of the categories of sacred space according to the source of its sanctity 
includes a discussion of various types of sacred space, such as cosmological, theocentric, 
hierophanic, historical, hierenergetic, authoritative, and ritual. An increased awareness of 
these categories of sacred space provides a helpful theoretical framework that is 
fundamental to the conceptualization of biblical sacred space, as well as facilitates the 
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ensuing discussions about various types of biblical sacred space presented in the Hebrew 
Bible.     
The geographical forms of sacred space vary significantly in their character and 
scale, ranging from the macro-scale like the cosmos and the grand scales of land or 
natural landscapes, to that of cities or the local scales of spaces like sanctuaries and 
shrines, and to the micro-scales of the body space of human beings or small objects like 
altars or the Ark of the Covenant. Other geographical forms of sacred spaces at more 
expansive scales include pilgrimage and various dynamic, movable models of sacred 
space. The different forms of sacred space encompass both tangible and intangible places 
and often refer to various imagined places such as concepts like heaven and hell. The 
differentiation in the forms of sacred space can also depend on their relation to time, 
attributing either permanent or temporary sacred status to particular places. The contested 
nature and political dimension of sacred space is also a critical issue for understanding 
the meanings, significance and uses of sacred space.  
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Theoretical Framework for the Conceptualization of Sacred Space II  
 
CHAPTER THREE  
UNDERSTANDING THE BIBLICAL CONCEPTS OF SACRED SPACE 
 
3.1 Introduction 
The foundation of all dimensions of the sacred in ancient Israel is the holiness of 
God. In both the Priestly and the non-Priestly writings in the Hebrew Bible, God is 
considered to be “the ideal manifestation” and “indeed the source of holiness.”1 In other 
words, the quality of holiness is not something innate in and intrinsic to creation but one 
that “comes by God’s dictates.”2 This is clearly expressed in the Holiness Collection of 
Leviticus 17-26, also called the “Holiness Code,” which derives its name from the central 
injunction, “You shall be holy, for I the LORD your God am holy” (Lev. 19:2b, NRSV), 
prescribing “a way of holiness for the people that is rooted in the holiness of the deity.”3 
This notion of holiness as derived from the deity is further indicated in the Priestly 
writings (= P) of the Pentateuch, the most extensive material concerning the maintenance 
of holiness and purity in the Hebrew Bible, which will be the fundamental text for the 
                                                        
1
 See David P. Wright, “Holiness (OT),” in ABD, vol. 3 (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 237. This 
This supremacy of God is reflected in his title “Holy One of Israel” (q d   yi   ʾ l, larfy vwdq). This title 
occurs many times in the Hebrew Bible. For biblical references to the title “Holy One of Israel,” see Isa. 
1:4; 5:19, 24; 10:20; 12:6; 17:7; 29:19; 30:11, 12, 15; 31:1; 37:23 [= 2 Kgs. 19:22]; Isa. 41:14, 16, 20; 43:3, 
14; 45:1; 47:4; 48:17; 49:7; 54:5; 55:5; 60:9, 14; Jer. 50:29; 51:5; Ps. 71:22; 78:41; 89:19; cf. Isa. 10:17; 
29:23; 40:25; 43:15; Ezek. 39:7. 
2
 Wright, “Holiness,” 237.    
3
 Patrick D. Miller, The Religion of Ancient Israel (London: SPCK; Louisville: Westminster John 
John Knox Press, 2000), 135. The Holiness Code (Lev. 17-26) extends the scope of the sacred realm from 
the sanctuary to the land and to the whole realm of human conducts, moral and social, as well as cultic.  
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discussion of this chapter.
4
 Jacob Milgrom, best known for his research on the Priestly 
cultic system in Leviticus, has insisted that holiness is not an abstract ethical quality, but 
a thing that is both dynamic and contagious.
5
 Milgrom describes both holiness (q d    
vwdq) and its counterpart, impurity, as dynamic and contagious substances which derive 
from divine beings.
6
 Considering these pairs of opposites in terms of their interactions 
and the consequences involved, he argues that both holiness and impurity can attach 
themselves to persons, places, or various other objects, making other entities holy or 
impure.
7
 Holiness can accrue to places, things, persons, and times.  
The realm of the sacred is a broad and comprehensive one, which involves 
complex interrelationships among different spheres of holiness. In Symbolik des 
mosaischen Cultus, first published in 1837, Karl C.W. Bähr aptly summarized the diverse 
content of the Mosaic cult, by illustrating the four-fold classification of spheres of cultic 
                                                        
4
 These Priestly Writings of the Pentateuch, which are found principally in Exodus 25-31, 35-40, 
Leviticus, and part of Numbers, indicate a strong tie between holiness and the sanctuary. Variations in the 
understandings of the realm of the sacred exist among the different literary materials in the Hebrew Bible. 
For instance, whereas the Holiness Code expands the sphere of holiness from the sanctuary to the people 
and the land, other priestly literature understands holiness primarily in relation to the sanctuary. For more 
on variations in the ideology of holiness in different literary materials of the Hebrew Bible, see Jacob 
Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (New York: Doubleday, 
1991); “Changing Concept of Holiness in the Pentateuchal Codes, with Emphasis on Leviticus 19,” in 
Reading Leviticus: A Conversation with Mary Douglas, edited by John Sawyer, JSOTSup 227 (Sheffield: 
JSOT Press, 1996), 65-75; David P. Wright, “Holiness in Leviticus and Beyond: Differing Perspectives,” in 
Int 55 (1999): 351-64; Israel Knohl, The Sanctuary of Silence: The Priestly Torah and the Holiness School 
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1995); and Patrick D. Miller, The Religion of Ancient Israel (London: SPCK; 
Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2000), 155-161.  
5
 Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 256.   
6
 See Wright, “Holiness (OT),” 246, who states that “profaneness is a technical antonym” for 
holiness, whereas impurity refers to “a state opposed and detrimental to holiness.”  
7
 Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 1, 256. See also Lev. 10:10; 11:47; Ezek. 22:26; 42:20 and 44:23.  
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life: spatial, personal, ritual, and temporal.
8
 These four dimensions can be employed as 
useful categories by which one can organize a wide range of the concept of holiness or 
sacredness. The aspect of holiness, for instance, is found in a spatial dimension like 
Mount Sinai, where the presence of God was manifested. The inauguration of the priests, 
a specialized class of holy people, was a matter of personal dimension. The maintenance 
of the holy Tabernacle and the offering of sacrifices were that of ritual dimension. Lastly, 
the whole dimension of holy times related to the determination of the yearly cycle of 
festivals and offerings. In other words, the concept of holiness or sacredness governed the 
whole area of the basic aspects of cultic (and human) life, which covered the dimensions 
of space, person, rites, and time.   
 Philip P. Jenson, in Graded Holiness, extensively elaborates these four 
dimensions (spatial, personal, ritual, and temporal), focusing on the system, so-called 
“the Holiness Spectrum” in the Pentateuchal Priestly texts, and covering the entire realm 
of holy, profane, clean, and unclean.
9
 In the Holy Spectrum, the four dimensions are 
correlated according to their gradation, from very holy, holy, clean, unclean, and very 
unclean.
10
 Defining the spatial dimension as “the clearest expression of the Holiness 
                                                        
8
 See Karl C. W. Bähr, Symbolik des mosaischen Cultus, 2 vols.: vol. 2, revision (Heidelberg: 
Mohr, 1837), also available online (http://babel.hathitrust.org/cgi/pt?id=hvd.ah5lz2;view=1up;seq=7). For 
a review of this book, which includes its weaknesses, see Brevard S. Childs, Exodus, OTL (London: SCM 
Press, 1974), 538-39, 548-49. Childs described Bähr’s book as an attempt to scrutinize “every biblical 
figure even in the context of extra-biblical parallels to demonstrate a symbolic representation of God’s 
creation and revelation in the tabernacle” (538).  
9
 Philip Peter Jenson, Graded Holiness: A Key to the Priestly Conception of the World, JSOTSup 
106 (Sheffield: JSOT, 1992). 
10
 Jenson, Graded Holiness, 36-37. Various forms of the Holiness Spectrum have been suggested 
by scholars. Jenson’s Holiness Spectrum is to be commended for its ability to show the correlation of the 
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Spectrum in its grading and its polarities,”11 Jenson devotes an entire chapter (i.e., 
Chapter 4) to “The Spatial Dimension” in which he demonstrates how the gradations of 
holiness can be communicated in terms of boundaries and rules of access.
12
 Jenson’s 
major claim is that the notion of graded holiness is the best ground for finding coherence 
in the Priestly cultic writing. Stressing graded holiness as one of the governing principles 
in biblical texts, Jenson goes on to assert that “Ezekiel 40-48 (a strand of exilic and post-
exilic Judaism, the Temple Scroll (sectarian Judaism), the Epistle to the Hebrews (early 
Christianity) and the Mishnah (early rabbinic Judaism)” share with the Priestly materials 
“the principle of graded holiness” as the ground base.13  
                                                                                                                                                                     
four dimensions according to their gradations. Jenson’s “Holiness Spectrum” can be graphically 
represented as follows:  
 
I  II  III  IV  V   
Very Holy Holy  Clean  Unclean  Very Unclean 
 
Spatial  holy of holies holy place court  camp  outside 
 
Personal high priest priest  Levites,  clean, minor major 
      clean  impurities impurities 
      Israelites   the dead 
Ritual  sacrificial sacrificial sacrificial purification purification 
  (not eaten) (priest eat) (non-priests (1 day)  (7 days) 
      eat) 
Temporal Day of   festivals, Common 
  Atonement Sabbath  days 
 
For the holiness spectrum suggested by Wenham, see Jenson, Graded Holiness, 37 and also the note 34 in 
Gordon J. Wenham, The Book of Leviticus, NICOT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1979), 177. 
11
 Jenson, Graded Holiness, 89. 
12
 Ibid., 89-114.   
13
 Ibid., 215.   
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The current chapter, the other section of Part I, “Theoretical Framework for the 
Conceptualization of Sacred Space II: Understanding the Biblical Concepts of Sacred 
Space,” first discusses the principle of graded holiness prescribed in the Hebrew Bible, 
which will be fundamental to the conceptualization of biblical concepts of sacred space. 
The notion of graded holiness will be explored in depth by reviewing many different 
bearers of holiness expressed in the four different dimensions: personal, spatial, ritual, 
and temporal, while keeping its main focus on the spatial dimension of sacred space. 
Then, in another attempt to lay a foundational theoretical framework for the 
conceptualization of biblical sacred space, this chapter also examines the applicability of 
critical spatial theories, such as structural anthropology and human geography, to the 
study of biblical sacred space. It also surveys the value of a relational view of place and a 
sacramental approach.  
 
3.2 Understanding the Notion of Graded Holiness 
The concept of holiness or sacredness is to be viewed as “a positive cultic or moral 
condition of God, people, things, places, and time.”14 The current section of this chapter 
will review several bearers of holiness in the four dimensions (personal, spatial, ritual, 
and temporal), in which the gradations of holiness are manifested. God consecrates or 
sets apart people (such as priests, Nazirites, Levites, and prophets
15
), places (like 
                                                        
14
 Wright, “Holiness (OT),” 237.    
15
 See Wright, “Holiness (OT),” 239, who argues that only non-Priestly material talks about the 
holiness of prophets, though the examples are meager. For instance, the prophet Elisha was called a “holy 
man of God” (2 Kgs. 4:9), and the prophet Jeremiah was consecrated by God to be a prophet (Jer. 1:5). 
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sanctuaries, most representatively the Tabernacle of wilderness and the Temple of 
Solomon), ritual objects (such as offerings, sanctuary furniture, priestly clothing, and 
precious metals and stones), and time (such as the Sabbath, the Day of Atonement, holy 
occasions, and festivals). Much of the discussion in this chapter will be in frequent 
consultation with Jenson’s framework of the Holiness Spectrum.  
 
3.2.1 Graded Holiness in Personal Dimension: Holy Persons 
The correlation between the personal and spatial dimensions will be notably 
observed as in the way that the priests, the Levites, and the tribes of Israel “played roles 
corresponding to their distance from the sanctuary and their status.”16 According to the 
Priestly writing, Israel comprised “a harmonious hierarchy of clans and tribes, priests and 
laity, leaders and followers.”17 The representative example of a higher level of holiness in 
in the personal dimension is that of the priests. In the Hebrew Bible, there were two 
groups of priests, high and regular, who were both consecrated by an elaborate ritual of 
sanctification (Exod. 29; Lev. 8-9). The priestly class took precedence in the social 
hierarchy of the personal dimension, distinguished by sets of specific regulations about 
their behavior and their families concerning the holy and the unclean.
18
 The high priest’s 
                                                                                                                                                                     
Wright also understands the anointing of prophets as an indication of holiness for them (e.g., 1 Kgs. 19:16; 
Isa. 61:1).  
16
 Jenson, Graded Holiness, 147.    
17
 Ibid., 116.      
18
 See Wright, “Holiness (OT),” 238. See also Lev. 21:1-22:33, for priestly restrictions and 
sacrificial requirements. The entire priesthood family of priests was affected by the priestly status and 
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vestments also differed from those of regular priests (cf., Lev. 8:13; Exod. 28; 39). His 
priestly garments marked his higher ritual status and holiness by the quality and materials 
that were appropriate to a higher degree of holiness, similar to those employed for the 
making of the Tabernacle.
19
  
All priests were Levites, being selected from the tribe of Levi, whereas not all 
Levites were priests. Those Levites who were not priests were assigned duties associated 
with the Tabernacle (Num. 3-4). A clear division of labor and position existed between 
the priests and the Levites. The subordination of the Levites to the priests was obvious: 
the Levites were assistants to the priests as sanctuary servants. With the permission to 
approach the sacred furniture, the duties of the Levites included guarding the sanctuary 
from defilement on the outside and performing hard labor of dismantling, transporting, 
and reassembling the Tabernacle materials at a new site (Num. 1:47-53; 4:5-20; 18:6), as 
opposed to those of the priests who served Yahweh directly in the sanctuary and 
protected the holy items inside. Compared to the priests, the Levites were not 
characterized as holy, and they were restricted from contact with the holy furniture, as 
                                                                                                                                                                     
demanded more severe regulations. For instance, a priest’s daughter who had become a prostitute was to be 
burned (Lev. 21:9), whereas the standard form of execution was stoning (Deut. 22:21). 
19
 Jenson, Graded Holiness, 125. See Jenson, 126-27, where he provides a summary diagram with 
a detailed discussion on the garments of the high priest along with the explanation of technical terms in 
regard to color (e.g., blue, purple, and crimson), material (e.g., linen, fine linen, fine twisted linen), clothing 
(e.g., ephod, breastplate, robe, rosette, and turban) and weaving (such as designed, embroidered, or woven). 
See also Mary Douglas, Purity and Danger: An Analysis of Concepts of Pollution and Taboo (London; 
New York: Routledge, 2002 [Originally published in London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1966]), who talks 
about the particular and unusual accrual of holiness to the mixture of certain things, such as planting two 
different kinds of seeds together or wearing a garment out of mixed threads (cf., Deut. 22:9-11; Lev. 19:19). 
She proposes a cross-cultural analysis of rules concerning purity and pollution, stressing the idea of a 
separation of antithetical domains with a system of classification that the mixture of antithetical categories 
generates either great power or danger. 
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were lay persons.
20
 The rite of initiation and dedication for the Levites, though it was 
more of a purification ritual than a consecration, however, still set them apart from the 
rest of the Israelites as sanctuary servants, resulting in their purification that was prepared 
by shaving and being sprinkled with water (Num. 8:5-26).
21
  
“The intermediate status of the Levites in the Israelite hierarchy” is well-
articulated in the genealogy recorded in the book of Exodus (cf., Exod. 6:16-25).
22
 While 
While the Levites were extensively closer to the priests, they were not to be identified 
with the priestly class. While they were associated with the rest of the Israelites, they 
were also to be distinguished from ordinary Israelites by the three Levitical clans (i.e., 
Gershon, Kohath, and Merari) who were further ordered by position and by assignment.
23
 
assignment.
23
 Perhaps the clearest suggestion about an implicit sense of holiness of the 
Levites was the Levites’ substitutionary role for the firstborn of all the Israelites, whom 
the Lord had dedicated to himself at the Exodus in Egypt as a sacrifice to God, and thus 
they could be considered holy (Num. 3:11-13; 8:17-18).
24 
 
                                                        
20
 Only the priests were allowed to wrap up and cover the holy items for transport (Num. 4:5-20).   
21
 Despite the absence of explicit indication of the Levites being designated as holy in the Priestly 
tradition, the Chronicler characterizes them as holy (2 Chr. 23:6; 35:3). 
22
 Jenson, Graded Holiness, 133.  
23
 See Num. 3-4, which recounts the Levitical census, where the relative standing of the clans was 
described with their location in the camp and their tasks.   
24
 See the note 2 in Jenson, Graded Holiness, 131, who states that “God’s consecration of the first-
first-born men and beasts to himself can be associated with the wider sense of holiness, rather than the 
special priestly holiness.” See also Haran, Temples and Temple-Service in Ancient Israel, 59, who makes 
the similar point.   
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The schematic map of the Israelite camp in the wilderness well demonstrates how 
the graded relation of different positions among the Israelite twelve tribes were 
prescribed (Num. 2:1-34), as well as that of the positions of the Levites and priests (Num. 
3; cf., Num. 1:53; 3:23, 29, 35). Divided into four divisions, each with three tribes, the 
Israelite tribes were graded both by distance from the Tabernacle at the center and by 
direction. This arrangement was closely connected to the genealogical order informed 
from the patriarchal narratives in Genesis.
25
 In an idealized map of the camp, the 
Tabernacle was situated at the center of the community, and the positions of the Israelite 
tribes around the Tabernacle were further determined by various combined factors, such 
as size, genealogy, and the importance of their roles.
26
  
The personal dimension of holiness also applied to the nation of Israel who was to 
be distinguished from the nations around. Aside from the priestly holiness, the Israelites 
are “charged to achieve another type of holiness which comes by obedience.”27 This 
                                                        
25
 See the genealogies in Gen. 35:16-18, 22-26; 46: 8-27; cf., an abbreviated version in Exod. 1:1-
5; Gen. 29:31-30:24, where the sons by mother and then order of the birth are accounted. See also the plan 
of the wilderness camp in Num. 2. The twelve tribes were divided into four divisions, each with three tribes: 
1) the tribes that descended from Rachel (Ephraim, Manasseh, Benjamin) for a division on the west, the 
central axis of the camp (Num. 2:18-24), 2) the tribes that descended from Rachel’s and Leah’s 
maidservants Bilhah (Dan, Naphtali) and Zilpah (Asher) for a division on the north of the sanctuary (Num. 
2:25-31), 3) the two tribes that descended from Leah (Simon and Reuben) together with Gad, a son of 
Zilpah, for a division on the south of the sanctuary (Num. 2:10-16), and 4) the three other tribes that 
descended from Leah (Judah, Issachar, and Zebulun) for a division on the east of the sanctuary. 
26
 See Jenson, Graded Holiness, 135-38. Judah’s placement in the distinguished position on the 
east, which was the location of the sanctuary’s entrance, for instance, can be explained in part by its 
positional importance as the royal tribe of the southern kingdom in monarchic times. “The east is the most 
privileged direction (and then clockwise, south, west, north), corresponding to the eastward orientation of 
the entrances to the Tabernacle” (135).   
27
 Wright, “Holiness (OT),” 238. Whereas in Priestly material “holiness is a responsibility ensuing 
ensuing from God choosing Israel,” Wright asserts, “in Deuteronomy it is the resultant state of God’s 
choosing the Israelites which they must attain.”       
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commitment was based on the act of Yahweh who redeemed the Israelites from Egypt 
whereby He became their God, and they became His people. Yahweh separated the 
Israelites from the other nations and consecrated them as His people. On the basis of 
Yahweh’s holiness, the Israelites, as the people of God, were called to be holy28 and they 
should distinguish themselves from other nations by observing the requirements of the 
Torah. The obligations of holiness, which made a distinction between Israel and the 
nations, included the observance of dietary laws, by which Israel was to make 
distinctions between clean and unclean.
29
  
Lastly, the personal dimension of holiness concerned distinctions between men 
and women. Although the priesthood was not open to women and they were not allowed 
to work as sanctuary servants, the Nazirite was a category of holy persons that could 
include women (Num. 6:1-21).
30
 Regardless of gender difference, an Israelite might 
become a Nazirite by taking a vow, temporary (Num. 6:13) or lifelong (as in Samson and 
Samuel).
31
 By undertaking this vow, a person was consecrated and became holy (Num. 
                                                        
28
 See Lev. 11:44-45; 19:2; 20:7-8, 24-26; 22:32-33; Num. 15:40-41; cf. Exod. 31:13; Ezek. 20:12.  
20:12.  
29
 For the dietary laws, see Lev. 11 (cf., Lev. 20:22-26). See also Mary Douglas, Purity and 
Danger (1969); Idem., Implicit Meanings (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1975), who discusses the 
ancient Israelite system of purity and orderliness in life that was guarded by dietary laws and other 
regulations.      
30
 See Miller, The Religion of Ancient Israel, 139-40, who points out that this “inclusion of women 
women was carried out within the patriarchal structures that dominated Israelite family and religious life.” 
This male-dominated structure was exemplified in women’s vows where males, either her father or her 
husband, had the right to affirm or nullify the vows and obligations made by women under their social and 
economic authority (Num. 30:1-16).    
31
 See Wright, “Holiness (OT),” 239, who attests to the case of lifelong Nazirites found in 
literature outside the Priestly Writing (Judg. 13:5, 7; 16:17; cf. Amos 2:11-12). 
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6:2, 8). Some of the restrictions accompanying the vow were similar to those for priests.
32
 
priests.
32
 For instance, the Nazirite, “like a high priest,” was to avoid all corpse 
contamination (Num. 6:1-21; cf. Lev. 21:10-12).
33
 “Like priests on duty,” Nazirites were 
also to abstain from all grape products: “to drink wine or other strong drink.”34  
The differences between men and women were considered “balanced” in their 
cultic life, where they could take complementary roles. For instance, notably, the 
offerings for the Tabernacle came from all people, both men and women. Here women 
were explicitly included among those who contributed (Exod. 35:22-24, 29; 36:3-6), and 
all the skillful women did the task of spinning and weaving the fabrics (Exod. 35:25-26), 
as well as supplying the jewelry and clothing. Whereas the two male artisans, Bezalel and 
Oholiab, were appointed as the leading artisans (Exod. 31:6), all the skillful who included 
women were able to work with these leaders (Exod. 31:1-11).  
The female purity law, which concerned the two stages of impurity of a mother 
following childbirth (Lev. 12:1-8), however, sheds some light on how the social position 
of women in ancient Israel could be viewed. During the mother’s first stage of impurity, 
she became ceremonially unclean like the time of menstrual impurity; she was capable of 
                                                        
32
 See Num. 6:3; Judg. 13:4-5; 1 Sam. 1:11; Amos 2:12; cf. Lev. 10:9-10; Jer. 35:5-19; Ezek. 
44:21. The Nazirite vow required the keeping of the particular abstentions such as no drink, no cutting of 
hair, and no contact with the dead. Noteworthy is the fact that the Nazirites’ abstinence from wine was even 
extended to prenatal care (Judg. 13:4, 7, 14).  
33
 Wright, “Holiness (OT),” 239.  
34
 Ibid.  
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polluting other common persons and things (v. 2; cf. Lev. 15:19-24).
35
 “The duration of 
this first stage of impurity,” as Jenson notes, however, “depended upon whether the 
woman had given birth to a son or daughter” (i.e., seven days for a male child and 
fourteen days for a female child).
36
 After seven or fourteen days, the mother’s second 
stage of impurity began; her impurity became lighter in that she could only pollute what 
was holy and that she was restricted from entering the sanctuary until the days of her 
purification were completed (vv. 4-5). The double length of impurity for a female child 
also applied to the second stage of impurity (i.e., thirty-three days for a male child and 
sixty-six days for a female child). Upon the completion of the days of her blood 
purification, she then should bring sacrifices for a burnt offering and a sin offering, more 
correctly “purification offering,” since the focus was now on the purification of the 
sanctuary, not the sin of the individual. This time, the imposition of the sacrifices was the 
same for male and female, and the differentiation was only a matter of the wealth of the 
person who offered rather than the gender of the one who offered.   
 
3.2.2 Graded Holiness in Ritual Dimension & Holy Objects 
The quality of sacredness can also be “achieved through ritual means.”37 During 
the course of one’s life, which necessitates “change and movement on the physical, social, 
                                                        
35
 The Levites who worked as sanctuary servants were within the prescribed age range of twenty 
five to fifty. It would have been impractical to permit women into the ritual services of the Tabernacle or 
the Temple, since women within this required age range were frequently considered ritually unclean due to 
either their monthly period or childbirth.  
36
 Jenson, Graded Holiness, 142. 
37
 Wright, “Holiness (OT),” 237.  
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and religious levels,” as Jenson states, ritual functions to provide “a framework for such 
changes to take place in an ordered and safe way.”38 With reference to the Holiness 
Spectrum, the purification ritual results in “a move from the right (the impurity pole) to 
the left, and is a response to the opposite process, defilement.”39 As just shown in the 
purification of a mother following childbirth, which was achieved by a specific ritual and 
a lapse of time, the purification ritual could bring about a transfer from a state of major or 
minor impurity to that of purity. Depending on the seriousness of defilement, minor 
impurities could be cleansed only with water, whereas for the more serious impurities, 
which would lead to the danger of major defilement of the camp, sacrifice was required 
to complete the purification.
40
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 Jenson, Graded Holiness, 149.    
39
 Ibid., 165. For more on the treatment of the terms relating to purity and impurity, see Jacob 
Milgrom, Studies in Levitical Terminology, I: The Encroacher and the Levite; The Term ‘Aboda. 
UCPNEW 14 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1970), 23-4.   
40
 Sacrifice, as the most paradigmatic ritual in the ancient world, deserves much space for a 
detailed discussion in a comprehensive manner. However, the discussion of sacrifice goes beyond the scope 
of this dissertation. The major types of Israelite sacrifices are prescribed in Leviticus 1-7: burnt offering 
(Lev. 1:1-17; 6:18-13), grain or cereal offering (2:1-16; 6:14-23), well-being or peace offering (3:1-17; 
7:11-21), purification or sin offering (4:1-5:13; 6:24-30), and reparation or guilt offering (5:14-6:7; 7:1-10). 
For more on sacrifice, see Baruch A. Levine, In the Presence of the Lord, SJLA 5 (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 
1974), 6-7, who lists thirty-one different types of sacrifices. For more on sacrifice in ancient Israelite 
religion, see also Gray A. Anderson, “Sacrifice and Sacrificial Offerings (OT),” in ABD, vol. 5, 870-86; 
Jacob Milgrom, “Sacrifices and Offerings, OT,” 763-71, in IDBSup (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1976); 
Cult and Conscience: The ASHAM and the Priestly Doctrine of Repentance (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1976); 
Anson F. Rainey, “Order of Sacrifices in the Old Testament Ritual Texts,” in Bib 51 (1970): 485-98; 
George B. Gray, Sacrifice in the Old Testament: Its Theory and Practice. Library of Biblical Studies (New 
York: KTAV Publishing House, 1971); William W. Hallo, “Origins of the Sacrificial Cult: New Evidence 
from Mesopotamia and Israel,” 3-13, in Ancient Israelite Religion: Essays in Honor of Frank Moore Cross, 
edited by Patrick D. Miller, Jr., Paul D. Hanson, and S. Dean McBride (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1987); 
and Nicole J. Ruane, Sacrifice and Gender in Biblical Law (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2013). 
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The meaning of sacrifice and its related rituals is an extremely comprehensive 
subject that has opened room for various anthropological and structural perspectives.
41
 
The priestly consecration ritual and the rite of Nazirite vow are such examples of an 
integrated scholarly inquiry. Edmund Leach, a British social anthropologist, has 
developed van Gennep’s tripartite ritual schema and applied it to the analysis of biblical 
materials, particularly the priestly consecration ritual in Leviticus 8-9: 1) rites of 
separation, which have the effect of detaching the subject from his or her normal 
surroundings by actual removal (e.g., disrobing) or symbolic rites (i.e., purification), 2) 
rites of marginality, which are characterized by a marginal or liminal state of long or 
short duration, which maintains the subject’s separation with “special prescriptions and 
proscriptions regarding food, clothing, and movement” as well as with “ritual washing, 
designed to remove” the potential contamination, and 3) rites of aggregation or 
incorporation where the subject returns to his/her previous state or to a state of integration 
                                                        
41
 For various dimensions of anthropological and structuralist approaches to sacrifice, along with 
other dimensions of the sacrificial system in ancient Israel, see Richard D. Nelson, Raising Up a Faithful 
Priest: Community and Priesthood in Biblical Theology (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1993), 
particularly chapters 2 and 4. For those who review anthropological studies of sacrifice, see M.F.C. 
Bourdillon, “Introduction,” 1-27 and Meyer Fortes, “Preface,” v-xv, in Sacrifice, edited by Bourdillon and 
Fortes (New York: Academic Press, 1980) and Godfrey Ashby, Sacrifice: Its Nature and Purpose (London: 
SCM Press, 1988), 5-25. For structural perspectives on the Old Testament sacrifice, see also Douglas 
Davies, “An Interpretation of Sacrifice in Leviticus,” in ZAW 89: 387-99 (1977), reprinted in 
Anthropological Approaches to the Old Testament, edited by Bernhard Lang (Philadelphia: Fortress Press; 
London: SPCK, 1985), 151-62. For more on anthropological studies of sacrifice, see Edward E. Evans-
Pritchard, Nuer Religion (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1956); Claude Levi-Strauss, The Savage Mind 
(London: Weindenfeld & Nicholson, 1966) and Victor Turner, The Ritual Process: Structure and 
Antistructure (Chicago: Aldine Publishing Co., 1969); “Sacrifice as Quintessential Process: Prophylaxis or 
Abandonment,” in HR 16: 189-215 (1977); Peter Rigby, “A Structural Analysis of Israelite Sacrifice and Its 
Other Institutions,” in Église et théologie 11: 299-351 (1977) and Richard D. Hecht, “Studies on Sacrifice, 
1970-1980,” in RelSRev 8: 253-58 (1982).   
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with society, acquiring a new normal social status.
42
 Leach maintains that many rituals 
comprise a tripartite division, bringing about a change and advancement in social status.  
Many biblical scholars, including David K. Wright and Jacob Milgrom, have 
offered a helpful analysis of the priestly consecration ritual and the rite of the Nazirite 
vow. Closely interrelated with the personal dimension of holiness, these rituals 
demonstrate the notion of graded holiness. Wright argues that while both the priestly 
consecration ritual and the rite of the Nazirite vow serve to elevate the status of 
individuals, they convey quite different ritual messages.
43
 In the priestly consecration 
ritual, first of all, the central focus was primarily on the rites of separation.
44
 The priests’ 
physical separation was first achieved by bringing Aaron and his sons forward from the 
congregation and washing them with water (Lev. 8:6). This washing for purification 
prepared for the ensuing sanctification of the priests. The distinctive treatment of Aaron, 
which further sanctified him as the high priest, continued throughout the rite (Lev. 8). 
Just as Aaron’s high priestly clothing (vv. 7-9) marked his higher ritual status and 
holiness, so the pouring of oil on his head (v. 12) was also used as part of a ritual to 
change his status and make him holy. Three basic acts were performed for the 
sanctification of the priests: 1) clothing them (vv. 6-9, 13), 2) placing consecration 
                                                        
42
 See Edmund R. Leach, Culture and Communication, 77-93. See also Arnold van Gennep, The 
Rites of Passage (Caffee, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1960); Victor W. Turner, The Forest of 
Symbols (Ithaca: NY Cornell University Press, 1967), 93-111, who has developed van Gennep’s insights in 
particular.  
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 Wright, “Holiness (OT),” 247.   
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 The majority of Leviticus 8 is devoted to the elaborate procedures for this separation rite.    
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offering blood on their extremities (vv. 23-24), and 3) sprinkling upon them with oil and 
blood from the altar (v. 30). At that point, the separation rites had been completed. 
The second phase of the ritual, the marginal or transitional period, comprised the 
consecration rites, which were to be performed every day for seven days in the sanctuary 
(Lev. 8:33-35; cf., Exod. 29:30, 35-37). The priests were to remain within the Tent of 
Meeting “day and night for seven days, keeping the LORD’s charge,” in order that they 
might not die (Lev. 8:35, NRSV). Milgrom indicates that the liminal condition of this 
period was not only a time when the priests were moving steadily away “from their 
former profane state” and advancing into a condition or sphere of the sacred, but was also 
a time of danger when they were “highly vulnerable” to human sin and impurity.45 After 
the seven-day priestly consecration rites, the rites of incorporation started on the eighth 
day with a ceremony that was signified by their carrying out the ritual of sacrifices and 
the blessing of the people (Lev. 9).
46
 Now, as fully consecrated priests, they had a new 
social status as the cultic representatives of the community, returning to a state of 
integration with the society. The climax and goal of this ceremony was the appearance of 
God’s glory (Lev. 9:4, 6, 23-24). This appearance of God’s glory was a sign that the 
consecration of the sanctuary and priests was properly performed, giving “closure and 
sanction to the entire tripartite ritual.”47  
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 Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16, 538.  
46
 See Lev. 9:7-21. Whereas in Leviticus 8 Moses acted as the priest, manipulating sacrificial 
blood and portions, now for the first time Aaron and his sons officiated at the various steps of sacrifices 
described in Leviticus 1-5.  
47
 Wright, “Holiness in OT,” 247.   
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The Nazirite vow was another type of sanctification ritual, which comprised the 
rites of both sanctification and de-sanctification (Num. 6). The beginning of the rite of 
separation was signified by taking a temporary vow of holiness (6:2). In other words, “the 
holiness of the Nazirite,” as Miller argues, “was the result of an act of dedication to the 
holy God,” without depending on “proximity to the sanctuary or to holy things.”48 In 
comparison to the priestly consecration ritual, the separation rite of the Nazirite vow was 
fairly simple. The transitional or intermediate period consisted of the restrictions 
accompanying the vow (vv. 3-7). Although the rite of integration was not explicitly 
mentioned in the text, a person who became a Nazirite now entered a new state of 
holiness similar to that of priests, even for a limited time period (cf., v. 8). As opposed to 
the priestly consecration rites, the Nazirite vow also encompassed the rite of aggregation, 
which was the rite of de-sanctification that brought “the person back to the profane status 
where he or she began,” specifically by means of the cutting and burning of the hair (vv. 
18-19) used as “a reversal of the initiation of the rite,” symbolic of the return to lay 
status.
49
 With contrast to the priestly ritual, where the congregation was present during 
the entire ritual segment, the Nazirite ritual was a private ceremony with no assembly 
involved as part of this ritual. Thus, whereas both rituals “increase the holiness of the 
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 Miller, The Religion of Ancient Israel, 143.  
49
 Wright, “Holiness,” 247. After this sacrificial rite of passage, which brought the individual to a 
profane state, the Nazirites could “drink wine” (Num. 6:20).  
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subjects,” as Wright concludes, “only the sanctification of the priests has broad social 
significance and relevance.”50 
 
3.2.3 Graded Holiness in Spatial Dimension: Holy Places 
The next subject discussed in this chapter is the spatial dimension of holiness, 
“the clearest expression of the Holiness Spectrum in its grading and its polarities,”51 
which is the main focus of this dissertation. Numerous examples of cultic places and 
local sanctuaries are part of the discussion in this dissertation. The layout of the 
Wilderness Tabernacle and the Israelite camp, as well as that of the Temple of Solomon, 
however, demonstrates a clearest division of space with various sacred zones separated 
by marked boundaries.
52
 The spatial background for the episodes (Exod. 25-27), in which 
which Moses received the divine instruction for the construction of the Tabernacle, was 
Mount Sinai/Horeb. Moses was once told to remove his shoes on Sinai because the 
ground was holy (Exod. 3:5; cf., Josh. 5:15); it was God’s mountain (cf., “Horeb the 
mount of God” in 1 Kgs. 19:8, RSV). The Israelites were to build a moveable shrine 
called the Tabernacle (miškan, !kvm) in order that God could leave Mount Sinai to 
journey with them and dwell among them. The episode at Mount Sinai (esp., Exod. 
19:20-25; 24:1-11) demonstrates that the mount had three carefully demarcated zones of 
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 Wright, “Holiness,” 247. 
51
 Jenson, Graded Holiness, 89.   
52
 The ensuing discussion draws primarily from Exodus 25-31, 35-40, which deal with the 
Tabernacle and its related furnishings, personnel, offerings, and rituals. 
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increasing holiness.
53
 The people of Israel should stay at the foot of the mountain (Exod. 
19:12, 17), while the leaders might climb up partway (24:1-2, 9-11). Only Moses was 
allowed to go up to the top of the mountain, “to the thick darkness where God was” 
(Exod. 19:20; 20:21). The hallowed state of the Mountain was due to God’s presence 
there (Exod. 19:9-25; 24:16-17; Deut. 4:10-5:29).  
A number of distinct zones, separated by defined boundaries, comprised the 
Wilderness Tabernacle and its accompanying camp. Compared to Mount Sinai, the 
Tabernacle had three carefully demarcated spheres (or zones) of decreasing holiness. In 
Exodus 25-31, the instructions move from the most holy place through the lesser holy 
place to the surrounding court. The Tabernacle itself was divided into two separate rooms: 
the Holy of Holies (the most holy place) and the shrine (the holy place). The use of 
terminology indicates gradations of holiness marked by different zones of the Tabernacle. 
The innermost room of the shrine was called “the Holy of Holies” or “the most holy 
place,” while the sanctuary was simply called “the holy place” (Exod. 26:33-34). 
However, as Wright notes, “the entire tent structure could be called ‘most holy’ which 
indicates its collective holiness is greater than the rest of the sanctuary area (Exod. 30:26, 
29).”54 The graded holiness in spatial dimensions was most explicitly connected with that 
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 See Milgrom, Studies in Levitical Terminology, 44-46, who has argued that the mount had a 
tripartite gradation of holiness similar to that of the Tabernacle: 1) the blazing summit where God’s 
presence was and to which only Moses had access [i.e., the Holy of Holies], 2) the slopes covered by a 
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that of the personal dimension. Only the high priest, the most sacred person of the 
Israelites, was authorized to enter the Holy of Holies once a year, whereas ordinary 
priests assisted the high priest by performing daily and weekly rites inside the sanctuary. 
The Levites (and the Israelites) who were considered profane were allowed access only to 
the court area of the Tabernacle.
55
 
Apart from the extent of access to the different zones of the sanctuary, the 
distribution of furniture, the use of materials and metals in the Tabernacle, and the 
anointing rites also marked the level of holiness.
56
 In the most holy place were placed the 
the Ark of the Covenant, mercy seat, and two cherubim - the items directly associated 
with the divine presence of God. The Ark, a portable wooden chest (Exod. 25:10-22; 
37:1-9), for instance, served both as a container for the covenant documents and a 
footstool above which God was invisibly enthroned.
57
 In the sanctuary, “the holy place,” 
were located three other items: the altar of incense, the table for the sacred vessels and 
the holy bread, and the seven-branched lampstand, which were made of or overlaid with 
gold, the metal of great value.
58
 The court of the Tabernacle, the sacred enclosure which 
surrounded the Tabernacle, was considered less sacred and had the altar and basin. 
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 As the footstool of God’s throne (1 Chr. 28:2; Ps. 132:7), the Ark was the place where God met 
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Unlike the other altars of un-hewn stones (Exod. 20:24-25) and the gold furnishings 
inside the Tabernacle, this sacrificial altar, the central object in the court, was overlaid 
with bronze. In addition to this burnt-offering altar, the basin designed for ritual cleansing 
was also made of bronze, as the least holy of the tabernacle furnishings (Exod. 30:17-
21).
59
 When the Tabernacle and its furnishings were set up and anointed, they were 
consecrated and became holy. Whereas the entire tent structure, the burnt-offering altar, 
and the laver were anointed, however, the surrounding court was exempt from being 
anointed (Exod. 40:1-33).  
The Temple of Solomon in Jerusalem and Ezekiel’s visionary Temple also 
display degrees of holiness like those of the Tabernacle of the Exodus traditions.
60
 
Similar in design to the Tabernacle, these temples also have a tripartite gradation of 
holiness similar to that of the Tabernacle. The tripartite arrangement of Solomon’s 
Temple, for instance, comprised the vestibule (or entrance hall), the nave (or main hall), 
and the inner sanctuary (or the most holy place).
61
 The two massive bronze or bronze-
covered pillars, Jachin and Boaz, were positioned in front of the Temple entrance (1 Kgs. 
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 For a detailed discussion of the metals (gold, silver, copper, etc.) and various kinds of materials 
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7:15-22).
62
 Like the copper laver in the court around the Tabernacle, the court of the 
Temple contained the items made of copper, such as a large copper basin, called the 
molten sea, along with other utensils, such as a copper altar and ten smaller copper basins 
(1 Kgs. 7:23-39, 43-45; 8:64). Only the priests, neither the Levites nor laypersons, had 
access to the temple building (1 Kgs. 8:6, 10-11).
63
  
Ezekiel’s vision of a new Temple and a new City, described in Ezekiel 40-48, also 
demonstrates gradations of holiness. Making boundaries to distinguish between the holy 
and the common was a central concern in those chapters. Stevenson discerns three 
different maps for three separate areas: “the House of YHWH or Holy Place; the Portion; 
and the Land of Israel.”64 The sanctuary area, which contained an outer and inner court, 
was considered holy, while the area outside of it was profane (Ezek. 42:20; 43:12; 44:23).
 
While the entire sanctuary area was considered holy, the inner court, which contained the 
burnt-offering altar and the temple building, had an implied higher degree of holiness. 
Only the priests were allowed access to the inner court (Ezek. 44:15-19, 27), whereas the 
Levites had access to the outer court and only up to the gates of the inner court (Ezek. 
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 See Othmar Keel and Christoph Uehlinger, Gods, Goddesses, and Images of God in Ancient 
Israel (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1998), 170-72, who note that “Jachin and Boaz may have been 
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(170). 
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 Stevenson, Vision of Transformation, 19. The Italics are Stevenson’s. Stevenson notes that the 
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44:10-14).  Israelites were even restricted to the outer court, and the uncircumcised 
foreigners were prohibited from entering the sanctuary area together (44:9). Ezekiel’s 
future map (esp. Ezek. 45:1-9; 48:8-22) also exhibited “a configuration of degrees of 
holiness: the holiest land with the sanctuary and priests, the lesser holy land with the 
Levites, and the profane land with the city.”65 Apparently, access to different parts of 
space was interrelated with one’s social or religious position: the more access one had, 
the higher was one’s social or religious status.   
Other types of places, such as the military camp of Israel, the Garden of Eden,
66
 
and cult places or sanctuaries in towns, were also considered holy because of God’s 
dwelling presence or the appearance of God or His angels at that specific place. For 
instance, according to both Deuteronomy and the Priestly material (Deut. 23:8-14; Num. 
5:1-4), Israel’s military camp, which was not specifically a cultic site, was considered 
holy. In both instances, the holiness of the war camp was understood to derive from 
God’s direct participation and His presence with the people in the campaign. Thus, there 
was a demand for heightened ritual purity, like that required of the entire people at Sinai 
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(Num. 5:1-4; Deut. 23:8-14; cf., Exod. 19:10, 14). Sexual abstinence in the midst of 
military engagements also seemed to have been required (Deut. 23:10-11; 1 Sam. 21:4-5). 
Various local places, where God or His angels appeared to the patriarchs of Israel and 
other people, were also considered holy. Such sacred encounters with God or His angels 
led the individuals to set up altars or pillars before God, marking the places of their 
encounters as sanctuary-like sacred locales. Besides, many local sanctuaries or cultic 
places in towns, such as Beer-sheba, Bethel, Gilgal, Hebron, Mizpah, Ramah, and Shiloh, 
would have also been considered holy at least by those who worshiped there.  
 
3.2.4 Graded Holiness in Temporal Dimension: Holy Times 
An understanding of the workings of sacred time and its interrelationships with 
other dimensions of holiness can facilitate a discussion of biblical concepts of sacred 
space. The “dimension of time,” as Jenson notes, may be “the least amenable of all to 
classification and integration with other dimensions.”67 Time, however, can still be 
structured and interrelated with other dimensions. In the Priestly system of time, various 
types of times, such as natural cycles, the Sabbath, the Day of Atonement, and other 
festivals, can be discerned. Natural cycles, such as the day, the week, and the lunar month, 
determined the agricultural year and its related festivals and rituals, creating a general 
system of a calendar. Perhaps the most conspicuous system of time, which comprised the 
regular seven-day cycle of the week, culminated in the Sabbath or the seventh day. This 
sabbatical system, independent of any natural cycle, was of much significance to ancient 
                                                        
67
 Jenson, Graded Holiness, 208.     
  
114 
Israelite life and its cult. The repeated appearance of the number seven, so-called the 
Sabbatical principle, marked the Priestly system of festivals and rituals.
68
  
 The Hebrew Bible characterizes the Sabbath as a day of solemn rest to be set 
apart and consecrated to the Lord.
69
 The term “Sabbath” derives from the Hebrew verb 
  bat (tbv), meaning “to stop, to cease, or to keep.”70 Its sanctification was prescribed by 
by abstaining from work, designated as “a day of solemn (or complete) rest, a holy 
Sabbath to the LORD” (Exod. 16:23; cf., 31:15), and its violation was a serious matter to 
be punishable by death (Exod. 31:14-15; 35:2; Num. 15:32-26).
71 
To keep the Sabbath 
holy, however, meant more than the cessation of labor. This should be observed as a 
segment of time consecrated holy to God, a day separated from other times (Exod. 20:8-
11; Deut. 5:12). On the Sabbath, additional sacrifices were to be offered in the sanctuary 
(Num. 28:9-10), as well as the holy bread was to be set out on the table as a sign of 
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Israel’s commitment to the covenant each Sabbath (Lev. 24:8).72 As Jenson argues, the 
Sabbath observance was “an appropriate sign of the covenant,” functioning as “a 
fundamental criterion for belonging to Israel.”73 Miller makes the same point, stating that 
that the hallowing of the Sabbath had important social functions to “help keep the 
community together” by “the effecting of a significant identifying mark,” as well as to 
provide “rest for persons caught in the unceasing labor and toil.”74 
The term “Sabbath of complete/solemn rest,” which refers to the prohibition of all 
work, is used only for the Sabbath and the Day of Atonement (Exod. 16:23; 31:15; 35:2; 
Lev. 16:31; 23:32). The Day of Atonement was the most significant occasion in the year 
of the Israelite cult. Whereas “other festivals were times for rejoicing,” the primary goal 
of the Day of Atonement was “not to celebrate a natural season, but to deal with the sins 
and impurities of Israel by cultic means.”75 The Day of Atonement was the only occasion 
occasion for the high priest alone to be able to enter the Holy of Holies, the most holy 
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place in the sanctuary. Other holy occasions, often designated as “holy convocations” 
( iq   ʾqōde , vdq-arqm) prohibited only demanding laborious work, allowing simple 
undemanding work such as food preparation (Lev. 23:7-8, 21, 25, 35-36; Num. 28:18, 
25-26; 29:1, 12, 35).
76
 As in the other calendars, the festivals were ordered according to 
the agricultural year, and these special days and festivals did not require specific 
abstention. The principle of graded holiness perceptible in this Priestly system of time 
can thus be outlined as follows: The Sabbath and the Day of Atonement that required 
complete rest were to be considered most sacred. Other days, designated holy occasions, 
were to be less holy, demanding prohibition only from laborious work at one’s 
occupation. Other special days and festivals, for which no particular abstention was 
required, would be least holy.   
The interrelationship between sacred place and sacred time is well expressed in 
the Sabbatical system. Jared C. Calaway argues that in the Priestly writings of the 
Hebrew Bible, the Sabbath and the sanctuary become the two-fold expressions of God’s 
holiness in space and time, stating that “the Sabbath became a sanctuary in time; the 
sanctuary, a Sabbath in space.”77 This interrelated relationship of God’s holiness in time, 
space, and person was also evident in the Day of Atonement, which was also called a 
Sabbath in the Priestly tradition and thereby required complete rest. As mentioned earlier, 
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the Holy of Holies, the most holy place of the sanctuary, could only be entered by the 
high priest who had a higher degree of holiness and more elaborate consecration ritual 
than any other ordinary priests, only once a year, which was on the Day of Atonement, 
when the highest degree of holiness was apparent.    
 
3.3 Understanding Biblical Sacred Space  
From a More Comprehensive Theoretical Perspective 
 
 The preceding section of this chapter has explored the concept of graded holiness 
in different dimensions for the investigation of biblical concepts of sacred space. Much 
can be said about holiness and sacred space from a more comprehensive theoretical 
perspective. Many aspects of sacred space have been examined by scholars of various 
disciplines, including anthropologists, geographers, and other social scientists, often 
producing cross-cultural perspectives. Due to the broad and wide-ranging possibilities 
just within critical spatiality, as Berquist points out, scholars of biblical studies may 
encounter “both the vastness of the theoretical possibilities and the risks of 
eclecticism.”78 In addition, there are many types of spaces biblical scholars encounter in 
their work, including the Temple, the Tabernacle, Jerusalem, Shiloh, Bethel, Dan, Mount 
Zion, Mount Sinai, Mount Carmel, the Land of Israel, Persian Yehud, and numerous 
examples of local shrines, sacred sites, or sacred objects. Since biblical space is “a 
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complex social phenomenon” as “a product of a particular time and place in the ancient 
world,”79 the conceptualization of biblical sacred space demands a comprehensive 
understanding of space that integrates insights and methodologies, including critical 
spatiality and other spatial approaches. The next section of this chapter reviews some of 
the spatial theories and theoretical contributions to spatial studies from various 
disciplines, in an integrated dialogue with biblical concepts of sacred space.  
Much of the work on the theme of sacred space since the mid-twentieth century 
has built upon the foundation established by Mircea Eliade, a leading historian of 
religion.
80
 The work of Eliade on sacred space is essential to the discussion of the 
applicability of anthropological perspectives to biblical concepts of sacred space. Mircea 
Eliade (1907-1987), who drew on Durkheim’s perspective of the bipolar distinction 
between the sacred and the profane,
81
 explored how ordinary, homogeneous, (or profane) 
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place was to be set apart and designated as a holy or sacred space, principally by means 
of a hierophany.
82
 The designation of a place as sacred, according to Eliade, generally 
involves a response to either of the following two types of occasions: an instance, which 
he called hierophanic, where a direct manifestation of the sacred or the divine on earth 
was involved, or the other called theophanic, where an individual was exposed to a 
communication with a deity, receiving a specific message from the deity. The scale of 
sacred space therefore encompassed both natural elements such as mountains, stones, 
trees, or rivers that were believed to have associations with the divine manifestations, and 
human constructions such as temples, shrines, or altars where the divine beings were 
believed to inhabit and communicate with humans.   
 Fundamental to Eliade’s concept of sacred space is so-called “the center of the 
world,” which involves several interrelated elements, such as centrality,  xis  undi, and 
assimilated centrality. Eliade applied the symbolism of “the center” to 
sanctuaries/temples and holy sites as follows:  
[T]his same symbolism of the center explains other series of cosmological images  
and religious beliefs. Among these the most important are: (a) holy sites and  
sanctuaries are believed to be situated at the center of the world; (b) temples are  
replicas of the cosmic mountain and hence constitute the pre-eminent ‘link’  
between earth and heaven; (c) the foundations of temples descend deep into the  
lower regions.83    
 
                                                        
82 Eliade, The S c ed  nd  he P of ne, 20-29. “Every sacred space,” Eliade argued, “implies a 
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All sacred spaces, according to Eliade, were thought of as the  xis  undi, functioning as 
the cosmic centers where the three cosmic domains of earth, heaven, and the underworld 
(or hell) would intersect and the places where the divine and human could meet.84   
Other significant features of Eliade’s analysis of sacred space concern his 
emphasis on the cyclical understanding of myth and time. According to Eliade’s theory, 
the sacred time was “a  y hic l  i e, that is, a primordial time, not to be found in the 
historical past, an o igin l  i e preceded by another time, because no time could exist 
 efo e  he  ppe   nce of  he  e li y n     ed in  he  y h.”85 Myth described the first 
appearance of the sacred, and the sacred time was the mythical age, the only time of 
value. Therefore, in regard to the relationship between myth, time, and sacred space, 
Eliade tended to perceive many aspects of the sacred and sacred space as signals and 
manifestations to return time to its sacred mythological beginnings.86 The perception of 
time in biblical texts shares some aspects of this model, with a holistic view of time in 
which the future and past are being related. However, the biblical understanding of time, 
as Kunin contends, “is not essentially cyclical. The future and past affect each other, but 
they do not repeat each other.”87   
                                                        
84
 See Eliade, “Center of the World,” in The Sacred and the Profane, 36-47. As a biblical example, 
example, Eliade gave the story of Jacob’s ladder in the Hebrew Bible, a stairway resting on the earth, with 
its top reaching to heaven, linking heaven and earth (Gen. 28:12). 
85
 Ibid., 72. The italics are Eliade’s.  
86
 Eliade, The Sacred and the Profane, 68-72. See also Eliade, Myths, Dreams and Mysteries, trans. 
trans. Philip Mairet (New York: Harper & Row, New York, 1961); and The Myth of the Eternal Return, or 
Cosmos and History (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1971).  
87
 Seth D. Kunin, God’s Pl ce in  he Wo ld: Sacred Space and Sacred Place in Judaism, 1. Kunin 
Kunin concludes that Eliade’s sharp dichotomy between a mythological concept of time with a circular or 
  
121 
Eliade’s theories of sacred space were both highly influential and constantly 
debatable. Jon D. Levenson has further developed Eliade’s ideas and applied them to his 
analysis of Mount Zion.
88
 Following Eliade’s discussion of the cosmic mountain as a 
theological concept in ancient Israel, Levenson identifies several principal elements of 
the cosmic mountain, such as the centrality, the axis mundi, and the mythological time, 
particularly in the case of Mount Zion. Based on the interpretation of the two verses from 
the book of Ezekiel (Ezek. 5:5 and 38:12), for instance, Levenson argues that the concept 
of centrality can be traced in the biblical notion of Mount Zion,
89
 concluding that 
Zion/Jerusalem is “first in beauty, first in order of creation, … and first in importance, not 
only to Israel, for whom it held precious historical memories, but for all nations, in fact, 
for the entire cosmos.”90 Although Levenson argues for the relevance of Eliade’s theory 
to Mount Zion, the applicability of Eliade’s theory to Mount Zion is not fully elaborated 
or evidenced by his arguments. Levenson seems to lack in providing biblical evidence 
sufficient enough to support the characterization of Mount Zion as being at the center of 
Israel, of all the nations, and of the entire cosmos. 
Jonathan Z. Smith has been known for his cogent critique of the applicability of 
Eliade’s theory of sacred space to biblical sacred space. Smith has argued that the central 
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aspects of Eliade’s approach, such as centrality, axis mundi, and assimilated centrality, 
are neither supported by current understanding of the ancient Near Eastern materials, nor 
is their universality supported by ethnographic evidence.
91
 Against Eliade’s 
understanding of the axis mundi as the place of the cosmic mountain which functioned as 
the center and foundation of the cosmos, Smith maintains that Eliade’s understanding 
was based on a misunderstanding of Near Eastern ideology.
92
 Smith’s criticism centers 
particularly on Eliade’s understanding of the so-called temple title Dur-an-ki, on which 
Eliade built his case for the concept of the temple in Mesopotamia as the center of the 
world. As opposed to Eliade’s interpretation of this term Dur-an-ki, alluding to the bond 
(or link) between heaven and earth or the house of the base of heaven and earth,
93
 Smith 
contends that this Babylonian term Dur-an-ki refers to the opposite: “The Dur-an-ki 
marks the place of permanent disassociation, rather than of conjunction and access 
between the celestial and terrestrial realms.”94 However, the validity of Eliade’s 
interpretation of Dur-an-ki is not always questioned or dismissed by scholars who re-
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examine and re-appreciate the ancient Near Eastern examples in this regard.
95
 Smith’s 
critique of Eliade’s analysis has received mixed responses from scholars.    
The British social anthropologist Edmund R. Leach (1910-1989) has made 
valuable contributions to the analysis of biblical sacred space by applying his two-fold 
division of the world into the real world of physical experience (“This World” in Leach’s 
words) and the “Other World” of metaphysical imagination.96 According to Leach, sacred 
sacred space is a liminal zone, where “This World” and the “Other World” intersect with 
each other by means of various rituals. Applying his model to the analysis of the 
Tabernacle in the Priestly materials, Leach identified the Holy of Holies (the north side of 
the Tabernacle in Leach’s description) as symbolic of the “Other World.”97 For Leach, 
the curtain represented the final limit of “This World,” becoming what separated “This 
World” from the “Other.” The priests who performed the ritual activities became 
intermediaries between these two worlds. Leach further divided the “Intermediate Zone,” 
which was the focus of ritual activity, into two separate sections, “the Court (Zone A) 
which is relatively secular and free of taboo and the south side of the Tabernacle (Zone B) 
which is relatively sacred and loaded with taboo.”98 The Tabernacle stood at the center of 
of the camp which was characterized by civilized culture in contrast with the area outside 
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the camp that was regarded as the wilderness zone of wild nature. Leach’s model is 
commendable for its attempt to explain the existence of sacred space in a functional term 
by placing different zones of spatial categories in the context of ritual.  
Going beyond the efforts to explain the functions of sacred space, scholars have 
attempted to understand the social concerns behind different zones of sacred space from a 
perspective of power relations. Kalinda Rose Stevenson, a biblical scholar, in her book 
The Vision of Transformation, argues that “Ezekiel 40-48 is the work of a visionary who 
changes the society of post-exilic Israel by changing access to space.”99 Identifying the 
genre of Ezekiel 40-48 as “territorial rhetoric,” Stevenson employs the concept of 
territoriality, a concept from human geography, which concerns the spatial organization 
of societies with power structure.
100
 She argues that the rhetorical purpose of the 
command to “measure the pattern” (Ezek. 43:10) is “to show that the genre of this 
material is a territorial claim rather than a blueprint.”101 “The concern,” Stevenson 
concludes, “is not to provide a building plan for a building but to restructure the society 
from pre-exilic monarchy to a post-exilic temple society without a human king.”102   
Jonathan Z. Smith also shares similar insights in his analysis of the maps of the 
Temple and the land in Ezekiel 40-48. Understanding Ezekiel 40-48 as “an endeavor in 
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mapping the social configurations of an ideal cultic place,”103 Smith goes on to identify 
the following four homologous ideological maps in these chapters:   
The first map (Ezekiel 40:1-44:3) is a hierarchy of power built on the dichotomy 
sacred/profane. The second map (Ezekiel 44:4-31) is a hierarchy of status built on 
the dichotomy pure/impure. The third map (Ezekiel 45:1-8 and 47:13-48:35) is 
civic and territorial, and the fourth map (Ezekiel 46) is predominantly 
orientational. These last two appear to be isomorphic to the first map.
104
 
 
Furthermore, Smith argues that “the distinctions are reinforced by their verticality,” 
paying attention to each division “built on a terrace, spatially higher than that which is 
profane in relation to it.”105 The distinctions made by particular areas or zones of sacred 
space serve to reflect the social organization of a particular city and their social concerns.  
The work of the human geographers, such as Robert D. Sack and Allan Pred, adds 
another dimension of significance to the concepts of space/place with emphasis on the 
notion of power relations and social concerns. In his Human Territoriality, Robert D. 
Sack pays special attention to the term “human territoriality,” stressing the significance of 
the concept of territoriality in understanding one’s social systems and issues of power 
inherent in the whole notion of place and geography. Sack defines territoriality as “the 
attempt by an individual or group to affect, influence, or control people, phenomena, and 
relationships, by delimiting and asserting control over a geographic area.”106 A space or 
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place becomes a territory only when the space involves issues of power and boundary and 
control of access.
107
 Allan Pred, though he does not use the term territoriality, explicates 
the connection between power relations and the use and meaning of space and time. In 
terms of the ability to control access to space, power holders and power subjects can be 
differentiated. According to Pred, “power holders are those who control space, whereas 
power subjects are those whose access to space is controlled by others.”108 The works of 
these human geographers can significantly assist in better understanding biblical concepts 
of sacred space, where issues of defining areas, boundaries, and rules of access are 
clearly apparent.  
Aside from the human geographers mentioned above, scholars of various fields 
have attempted to approach the study of place from a more social and relational context, 
rather than in mere abstract philosophical terms. Margaret Rodman, in an article entitled 
“Empowering Place: Multilocality and Multivocality,” contends that places “are 
politicized, culturally relative, historically specific, and local and multiple constructions”; 
they are not mere “inert containers.”109 In a collection of essays entitled Senses of Place, 
Steven Feld and Keith Basso also recognize the complexity of human experience 
involved in a narrative of place. Paying special attention to the ways in which people 
encounter places and attach meanings and significance to such places, they note:  
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As people fashion places, so, too, do they fashion themselves. People don’t just 
dwell in comfort or in misery, in centers or in margins, in place or out of place, 
empowered or disempowered. People everywhere act on the integrity of their 
dwelling.
110 
  
 
The theologian Philip Sheldrake also describes the concept of place in relational terms, 
saying that the “concept of place refers not simply to geographical location but to a 
dialectical relationship between environment and human narrative.”111 He emphasizes 
that place as one of the most universal cultural categories has a decisive effect “on the 
way people behave, the way they think, the rhythm of their lives, and their 
relationships.”112 The meanings of place, whether sacred or not, thus reflect the complex 
network of human relationships and interactions, unfolding in various kinds of human 
capacities, such as “stories, myths, rituals, and in naming” as well as in labeling.113 The 
plurality of meanings, rather than a single given meaning, can be assigned to a particular 
place by those who relate to it, and especially by those who translate its significance. 
Stressing the dependence of place on relationships and memories as much as its physical 
features, Sheldrake asserts that the experience of displaced people can be characterized 
by “the absence of lineage and memory associated with physical place that is just as 
critical as separation from the landscape alone.”114  
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Indispensable to an understanding of the biblical concepts of sacred space is a 
relational view of place, which seeks to uncover the meanings, significance, and 
functions of sacred space in terms of its relationship with other components or parties, 
“inextricably bound up with both God and humanity.”115 With contrast to the 
predominant view of modernity, which often ignored the interrelationships between God, 
humanity, and place, the central significance of biblical sacred space is both to be 
understood in the context of relationships and to be articulated in a relational term. The 
relational view of place can shed much light on the biblical concepts of sacred space. 
From the analysis of the Old Testament narratives, as John Inge concludes, one can 
discern a relational view of land in much of the Hebrew Bible material. Inge argues that 
two basic points can be noted in the Old Testament narratives: 1) place is considered to 
be “a fundamental category of human experience” and 2) “there is a three-fold 
relationship between God, his people, and place.”116  
Pointing out that the exploration of the meanings of a particular place and its 
significance, associated with the past, often require “a much more integrated attention of 
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such as William D. Davies and Norman Habel. See William D. Davies, The Gospel and the Land: Early 
Christianity and Jewish Territorial Doctrine (Berkeley, California: University of California Press, 1974), 
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Is Mine (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1995). Seeing the notion of land as “one of the central themes in the 
ideologies of the classical prophetic books of Israel,” for instance, Habel discerns the ideology of the book 
of Jeremiah as an attempt to promote “what might best be described as a symbiotic relationship among 
YHWH, the land, and the people of Israel” (75).  
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the sort mediated by sacrament and symbol,”117 which goes beyond a means of mere 
conscious reflection, Inge further argues for a sacramental understanding of the biblical 
concepts of sacred space. For Inge, sacrament is to be “best understood in relation to 
place by speaking in terms of ‘sacramental encounters’ in particular places.”118 One can 
certainly understand place as the locus of divine revelation in the context of sacramental 
encounters. Although the world itself can be self-revelatory of God in a general sense, 
sacrament demands “an event that involves action by God and a response by unique 
human beings.”119 A place can be made sacred and holy by means of sacramental 
encounters.   
A sacramental understanding of a place can certainly be read into the Old 
Testament experiences. The scriptures attest to numerous sacramental encounters which 
occur in particular places with particular meanings and significance. One of the best 
representative examples is Abraham’s sacred encounter with God on Mount Moriah (Gen. 
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22:10-19). The appearance of God and his revelatory command occurred in God’s testing 
of Abraham at a place later-called “Adonai-yireh” (yhwh yi ʾe, hary hwhy, Gen. 22:14, 
TNK; cf., “Jehovahjireh” [KJV]; “Yahweh-yireh” [NAB]; “The LORD will provide” 
[NRSV]). Abraham and Isaac traveled from Beer-sheba to Mount Moriah to obey the 
command of God that Abraham would sacrifice his beloved son, Isaac. When Abraham 
did not hold back and obeyed God’s command, there occurred another sacred encounter 
for Abraham; God’s angels appeared to deliver God’s promise and blessings to Abraham 
and his future generations. Abraham named the place of this episode in response to his 
sacred encounter with God (cf., Gen. 22:8, 14).
120
 Although the “Adonai-yireh” (v. 14) 
was not attested elsewhere as a place name, Mount Moriah, the site of the binding of 
Isaac (Gen. 22:2, 14), was explicitly identified later with the very Temple site for the 
Temple of Solomon (1 Chr. 3:1). 
Jacob’s encounter with God at Bethel (Gen. 28:10-22) is another clear example 
for such a sacred encounter. A divine encounter, in which the Lord appeared to give 
promises to Jacob, also accompanied the vision (vv. 13-14). Jacob had a dream and saw 
the vision of the angels of God ascending and descending on a ladder like a stairway 
reaching to heaven (v. 12). Jacob’s sacramental encounter, which comprised the 
appearance of God and His angels, occurred at a particular place called Bethel,
121
 which 
was located between Beer-sheba and Haran (vv. 16-17). This place called Bethel was 
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 A further discussion on this episode at Bethel will be provided later in Chapter 4 of this 
dissertation as one of the localized models of sacred space in the Pentateuch.     
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deemed to be “the house of God” [    ʾ lōh  , ~yhla tyb] and “the gate of heaven” 
[  ʿ   h      yi , ~ymvh r[v] (v. 17). The sayings in Jacob’s vow to God (vv. 20-22) 
also envisioned the longer-range future of the sanctuary at Bethel: “this stone, which I 
have set up for a pillar, shall be God’s house” (v. 22a). Here the significance of Bethel in 
Jacob’s sacred encounter with God, which was closely interwoven into God’s self-
revelatory presence and His marvelous act, became a tradition of continual influence 
even in the consecration of many shrines and holy places since. Likewise, holiness or 
sacredness could be built into the story of a particular place, telling people how a certain 
place became designated as holy and sacred.
122
 In such particular encounters, “the 
dimension of history” could also be “added to personal identity and individual experience, 
giving it particular cultural significance.”123  
Sacramental encounters as common phenomena for human experiences cannot 
only be found in the scriptures, traditions, or the experiences of the people of faith, but 
also in the experiences of many ordinary people. Human experiences, as Inge points out, 
sometimes “can enter into conversation with the scriptures,” allowing one “to look at 
them anew and discover fresh insights, as is the case, for example, with feminist 
theologians who speak of women’s experience, and liberation theologians who make 
much of praxis.”124 In all cases where such an event occurs, however, the particular place 
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of that occurrence becomes a key component in a sacramental encounter, closely 
interwoven into the three-fold relationship of God (or divine), person, and place.    
 
3.4 Summary of Chapter Three 
The notion of holiness of God is the foundation of all dimensions of the sacred in 
ancient Israel. A careful study of the different bearers of holiness in the four dimensions 
(personal, spatial, ritual, and temporal), in which the principle of graded holiness is 
clearly discernible, is fundamental to the conceptualization of biblical sacred space. The 
correlation between the personal and spatial dimensions can be seen in the way that the 
priests, the Levities, and the members of the tribes played their roles corresponding to 
their status and distance from the sanctuary. The schematic map of the wilderness camp 
was one of the clearest ways in which the graded relation and different positions among 
the Israelite twelve tribes were prescribed (Num. 2:1-34), as well as the positions of the 
Levites and priests (cf., Num. 1:53; 3:23, 29, 35). The personal dimension of holiness 
also applied to the nation of Israel called to holiness and obedience in relation to other 
nations, as well as to distinctions between men and women, where such differences were 
viewed as complementary in many areas of cultic life.   
The personal dimension of the principle of graded holiness was also intimately 
correlated with that of the ritual dimension whose main function was to bring about a 
transfer from a state of major or minor impurity to that of purity. The meaning of 
sacrifice and its related rituals is such a comprehensive field of studies that necessitates 
an integrated scholarly inquiry. Particular attention was given to the priestly consecration 
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ritual and the rite of Nazirite vow, which comprised a tripartite division, bringing about a 
change and advancement in social status: 1) rites of separation, 2) rites of marginality, 
and 3) rites of aggregation or incorporation. Both the priestly consecration ritual and the 
rite of the Nazirite vow served to elevate the status of individuals, by not only increasing 
the holiness of the subjects, but also conveying a different message with a different 
central focus in them.  
The graded holiness in the spatial dimension applied to the layout of the 
Tabernacle and the Israelite camp, as well as that of the Temple of Solomon. A number 
of distinct zones of holiness, separated by defined boundaries, comprised the Tabernacle 
and its accompanying camp. Apart from the extent of access to the different zones of the 
sanctuary, the distribution of furniture and the use of materials and metals in the 
Tabernacle also marked the level of holiness. The Temple of Solomon and Ezekiel’s 
visionary Temple, which also had a tripartite gradation of holiness similar to that of the 
Tabernacle, displayed degrees of holiness like those of the Tabernacle of the Exodus 
traditions. Other types of places, such as the military camp of Israel, the Garden of Eden, 
and various cultic places or sanctuaries in towns, were to be considered holy on account 
of God’s dwelling presence or the appearance of the divine to these places.   
The configuration of the notion of graded holiness in the temporal dimension 
culminated in the Sabbath or the seventh day. The Sabbatical system, which comprised 
the regular seven-day cycle of the week, independent of any natural cycle, was of much 
significance to Israel and its cult, greatly affecting the way in which other festivals were 
celebrated. The principle of graded holiness perceptible in the Priestly system of time can 
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be outlined as follows: The Sabbath and the Day of Atonement were to be considered 
most sacred, requiring complete rest. Other days, designated holy occasions, were to be 
less holy, demanding prohibition only from laborious work at one’s occupation. Other 
special days and festivals, for which no particular abstention was required, would be least 
holy. The interrelationship between sacred place and sacred time was well expressed in 
this Sabbatical system. There was also a conceptual and literary relationship between the 
Priestly account of creation (Gen. 1:1-2:3) and the instructions for the construction of the 
Tabernacle (Exod. 25-31; Exod. 40:1-33) in which both accounts culminated with the 
Sabbath (Gen. 2:2-3; Exod. 32:12-17). 
Aside from the understanding of the notion of graded holiness in different 
dimensions of the ancient Israelite system, essential to the conceptualization of biblical 
sacred space is a foundational theoretical framework, which integrates insights and 
methodologies from various disciplines. Scholars of various fields of studies, including 
human geographers, anthropologists, social theorists, and theologians, have sought to 
understand the notion of sacred space from a more integrated and multi-dimensional 
perspective. They have attempted to approach the study of place from a more social and 
relational context rather than in mere abstract philosophical terms. Some have attempted 
to understand the spatial organization of societies and the different conceptions of sacred 
space in the context of power relations and social concerns. Others have sought to 
rediscover the lost meaning of place and reclaim its significance and functions in every 
dimension of human experience (philosophical, political, ethical, social, and spiritual). 
These attempts involved conscious efforts to think differently about the meanings and 
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significance of sacred space and those related concepts that constitute the inherent 
spatiality of human life.   
All these scholarly endeavors contribute to the appreciation of the value of a 
relational view of place. With the aid of a relational view of place, which presupposes a 
relationship of place inextricably bound up with both God and humanity, the central 
significance of sacred space is to be understood in the context of relationships and to be 
articulated in a more relational term. A relational approach to the biblical concepts of 
sacred space will facilitate the exploration of the meanings, significance, and functions of 
sacred space in a more balanced and integrated manner with contrast to the predominant 
view of modernity, which often ignores the interrelationships among God, humanity, and 
place.   
Furthermore, the meanings of a particular place and its significance, which are 
often associated with the past, are better explored by means of a sacramental approach to 
a place with an integrated attention mediated by sacrament and symbol, going beyond 
mere conscious reflection. The biblical concepts of sacred space can be better and more 
fully explored in terms of sacramental encounters in various places in the scriptures 
where they attest to numerous sacramental encounters, which occur in particular places 
with particular meanings and significance. Sacramental encounters as common 
phenomena for human experiences can not only be found in the scriptures, traditions, or 
the experiences of the people of faith, but also in the experiences of many ordinary 
people. Overall, the theoretical framework for the conceptualization of sacred space can 
significantly assist in better understanding biblical concepts of sacred space, its meanings, 
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significance, and functions, where various issues include defining areas, boundaries, rules 
of access, and power relations, while taking into account the three-fold relationships of 
God, person, and place, as well as sacramental encounters with God at a particular place.  
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PART II 
Biblical Concepts of Sacred Space in the Hebrew Bible  
 
Part II of this dissertation, “Biblical Concepts of Sacred Space in the Hebrew 
Bible,” examines various models of sacred space developed in the Hebrew Bible. 
Consisting of three chapters, this section investigates the models of biblical sacred space, 
both the centralized and decentralized (or localized) developed in the Hebrew Bible. 
Chapter 4, “Understanding Sacred Space in the Torah/the Pentateuch,” explores the 
meanings, significance, and functions of biblical concepts of sacred space by examining 
the different models of biblical space in the Pentateuch. A discussion of the cosmology 
and temple ideology is included in this chapter in order to enhance an understanding of 
the relationship between the cosmos and the Tabernacle/the Temple in the biblical 
materials. Particular attention will be given to the centralized model of sacred space 
represented by the Tabernacle of wilderness and the Israelite camp and to the 
decentralized or localized model of sacred space exemplified by the many smaller sacred 
places or sacred sites dispersed throughout the Pentateuch.   
Chapter 5, “Understanding Sacred Space in the Former Prophets and the Books of 
Chronicles,” examines the models of sacred space in the Former Prophets (also known as 
the Deuteronomistic History)
1
 and in the books of Chronicles. This chapter examines two 
                                                        
1
 Throughout this dissertation, the term “Deuteronomistic History” (DH) will frequently appear to 
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two variants of the centralized model of sacred space in these biblical books: the 
dynamic/portable model of the Tabernacle (or the Tent of Meeting) and the 
static/permanent model of the Temple of Solomon in Jerusalem. Numerous examples of 
local shrines and cultic sites are also discussed in Chapter 5, with particular attention to 
the implications of Shechem and those of Dan and Bethel. As part of the discussion of the 
decentralized models of sacred space developed in these biblical books, the chapter also 
examines the contesting nature of “high places” (     , twmb) as sacred space in the 
reforms of Hezekiah and Josiah.   
Chapter 6, “Understanding Sacred Space in the Latter Prophets and the Writings,” 
the last section for the discussion of sacred space in the Hebrew Bible, examines the 
biblical perspectives of various types of sacred space presented in the Psalms and the 
Prophetic Writings. This chapter investigates a variety of portraits of the Tabernacle, the 
Temple, Jerusalem and/or Zion presented in the Latter Prophets (such as Isaiah, Jeremiah, 
Ezekiel, etc.) and the Writings (such as Psalms, Ezra-Nehemiah, etc.) as the extension of 
a discussion of the Israelite centralized models of sacred space. Chapter 6 also deals with 
various portraits of the high places (     , twmb) in the Latter Prophets. In this chapter, a 
discussion of biblical concepts of sacred space concerns the wider and expanded 
geopolitical locales which include Mesopotamia, Palestine, and Egypt, and the distinctive 
social, political, and religious circumstances that constitute and challenge the Judean 
community of the post-exilic period.  
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Biblical Concepts of Sacred Space in the Hebrew Bible I   
 
CHAPTER FOUR  
UNDERSTANDING SACRED SPACE IN THE TORAH/THE PENTATEUCH 
 
4.1 Introduction  
The opening chapters of Genesis take on the view that the earth, especially the 
Garden of Eden, is God’s dwelling place. With God’s expulsion of Adam and Eve from 
the Garden, God’s dwelling presence seemed to be distant from human beings, associated 
with heaven. While humankind continued to dwell on the earth, God sometimes made 
His divine presence more acutely felt in certain places through His encounters with 
selected individuals. God (or His angels) occasionally descends from heaven to visit the 
patriarchs of Israel at various specified locales. With “no emphasis on a god of the soil or 
on fixed holy places where the deity might dwell,” as Harold W. Turner states, God is a 
“Most High God” (Gen. 14:18-20; ʾ l ʿely n, !wyl[ la), “who accompanies the 
patriarchal clans on their wanderings.”2 The sacred encounters of the patriarchs with this 
this “Most High God,” which in most cases involved some means of venerating the deity 
(either building an altar, raising a pillar, or offering a sacrifice), took place at a succession 
of stopping points such as: at Shechem (Gen. 12:6-7; 33:18-20), at Bethel (12:8; 13:3-4; 
28:10-22; 35:1-15), at Mamre or Hebron (Gen. 13:14-17), at Beer-sheba (26:23-25), or 
near Moriah (22:9-18).
3
 This pattern of God’s encounter with selected individuals at a 
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 Harold W. Turner, From Temple to Meeting House (New York: Mouton Publishers, 1979), 92.  
3
 Some stopping points (i.e., Bethel, Beer-sheba) or particular altars were repeatedly visited by the 
the patriarchs.   
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particular locale (typically a stopping point) on a specific occasion appears throughout 
the book of Genesis (esp. Gen. 12-50) and the first half of the book of Exodus. 
A major dramatic development takes place in the second half of the book of 
Exodus, with the construction of the Tabernacle of wilderness, which represents the 
Israelite dynamic centralized model of sacred space. The Lord God, who delivered the 
enslaved Israelites from Egypt, entered into a covenantal relationship with them and 
commanded the Israelites to construct an elaborately ornamented tent-shrine that would 
signify God’s dwelling presence in the midst of the Israelite camp in the wilderness. The 
construction of the Tabernacle “represents a major advance forward in the biblical meta-
story, for God now resides permanently with one nation,”4 though God’s residence is 
movable and portable. The Tabernacle of wilderness, which was not tied to any particular 
location, had distinctive functions and implications as the Israelite dynamic centralized 
model of sacred space.  
The current chapter, the first section of Part II, focuses on the two major models 
of sacred space in the Pentateuch: centralized and decentralized models. This chapter will 
begin with the discussion of the cosmology and temple ideology that will be of great 
assistance in understanding the relationship between the cosmos and the 
Tabernacle/Temple in the Hebrew Bible. The chapter will then discuss the decentralized 
or localized model of sacred space which appears mostly in Genesis and the first half of 
Exodus. Various examples include: the Garden of Eden, temple motif in the flood 
narratives, the Tower of Babel, the altar-building activities in the Patriarchal materials, 
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and Mount Sinai as sacred space. The Tabernacle of wilderness will be examined as a 
representative example of the dynamic centralized model of biblical space in the 
Pentateuch.  
 
4.2 Cosmology and Temple Ideology 
The close connection between cosmic origins and temple building is manifested 
both in the biblical text and in the literature of the ancient Near East. Such connection can 
be illustrated in several different ways. The connection becomes clear when the cosmos 
itself could be viewed as a temple or divine abode. It can also be reinforced by the fact 
that the temple on earth was designed based on the imagery of the cosmos. Such 
connection can also be demonstrated by the corresponding components existing between 
the narrative of the creation of the cosmos and that of the construction of the 
Temple/Tabernacle. All these factors can lead to a conclusion that the temple could be 
viewed as a microcosm of a heavenly temple or as a micro-cosmos. 
 The connection between cosmic origins and the temple building can, first of all, 
be demonstrated by the fact that the cosmos could be perceived as a temple or divine 
abode. In the Old Testament, perhaps the clearest example of the connection between 
cosmos and temple is found in Isaiah 66:1-2a: 
 1 Thus says the Lord: Heaven is my throne and the earth is my footstool; what is  
 the house that you would build for me, and what is my resting place? 
 2 All these things my hand has made, and so all these things are mine, says the  
 Lord (Isa. 66:1-2a, RSV). 
 
Here the cosmos, both the heavenly (    yi , ~ymv) and the earthly (ʾ  e , #ra) realms, 
was viewed as a temple, Yahweh’s house. God’s “house” (bayit, tyb) was also described 
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as his “resting place” (v. 1;   q     n  â, hxwnm ~wqm). In this text, the cosmos was to 
be viewed as a temple for God, and divine rest was located in a temple. This passage 
demonstrates a cosmic scale of temple and the connection between temple and rest.   
 Additional biblical reference to the cosmos as a temple or God’s dwelling abode 
comes from 1 Kings 8:22-9:9, where the heaven was to be viewed as God’s dwelling 
place. On the occasion of the dedication of the Temple of Jerusalem to God, Solomon 
declared: “But will God indeed dwell on the earth? Even heaven and the highest heaven 
cannot contain you, much less this house that I have built!” (1 Kgs. 8:27, NRSV). Here 
the text indicates that the divine abode was not to be confined to an earthly temple. The 
author repeatedly suggests that the divine residence was located in heaven (e.g., “heaven, 
your dwelling place” in vv. 39, 43, 49). While God’s dwelling place cannot be limited to 
the earth (1 Kgs. 8:27), God hears “in heaven,” from his dwelling place, when people 
pray toward the Temple (8:32, 34, 36, 39, 43, 45, 49). Though listening from his 
heavenly abode, God would come down to the earth to answer the prayers of the people 
and to act for them; God would judge, forgive, bring them back to the land, and act 
accordingly in response to the prayers of his people. In addition to this notion of God’s 
dwelling place that was associated with the heavenly realm, the biblical reference in 
Isaiah 6:3 suggests that the cosmos as the divine abode was also associated with the 
realm of the earth. As the seraphim chant: “Holy, holy, holy is the LORD of hosts; the 
whole earth is full of his glory” (Isa. 6:3, NRSV), God took up residence in the whole 
earth, filling it with His glory.  
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Secondly, the connection between the cosmos and the temple can be reinforced by 
the fact that the temple on earth was designed based on the imagery of the cosmos. Such 
a pattern was clearly found both in the Tabernacle and in the Temple of ancient Israel, 
whose tripartite structure could symbolize that of the cosmos. As already noted, this 
relationship was overtly articulated as early as the first century A.D. in the writings of the 
Jewish historian Flavius Josephus, who perceived the tripartite structure of the 
Tabernacle to represent the land (i.e., the outer court), the sea (i.e., the inner court), and 
the heaven (i.e., the Holy of Holies).  
The biblical descriptions of the Tabernacle and the Temple contain many features 
that represent major parts of the cosmos. Various objects both in the outer courtyard and 
in the temple interior represent cosmic elements.
5
 For instance, the huge metal water 
basin in the outer courtyard of the Temple designated as “the molten sea” (1 Kgs. 7:23-
26), represented the forces of primeval cosmic waters,
6
 whereas the two massive bronze 
(or bronze-covered) freestanding pillars, Jachin and Boaz, which were positioned in front 
of the Temple entrance (1 Kgs. 7:15-22), probably represented the pillars of the earth, 
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 See Elizabeth Bloch-Smith, “‘Who Is the King of Glory?’ Solomon’s Temple and Its 
Symbolism,” in Scripture and Other Artifacts: Essays on the Bible and Archaeology in Honor of Philip J. 
King, edited by Michael D. Coogan, J. Cheryl Exum and Lawrence E. Stager (Louisville: Westminster John 
Knox, 1994), 18-31. See also John H. Walton, The Lost World of Genesis One: Ancient Cosmology and the 
Origins Debate (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 2009), who argue that the courtyard represented “the 
elements outside the organized cosmos,” whereas the holy place (or the antechamber) contained the 
elements of “the organized cosmos” (80-81). 
6
 The cosmic waters were believed to be subdued and brought to order by the Lord who is the 
Creator of the World (cf., Gen. 1:1-23). This molten sea was used for priestly washing (2 Chr. 4:6; cf., 
Exod. 30:18-21).  
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symbolizing “the power of the deity resident in the Temple.”7 Noticeably, the immense 
size of these courtyard items, as Bloch-Smith argues, probably signified “Yahweh’s 
triumphant enthronement,” who once defeated the chaotic forces of cosmic waters, as 
symbolized by the molten sea, and displayed His imposing power and presence, as 
represented by the two pillars at the Temple entrance.
8
  
The objects in the holy place of the Tabernacle, such as the lampstand, the table 
of bread, and the incense altar, also serve cosmic symbolic functions. For example, the 
seven-branched lampstand or the Tabernacle menorah, which was designed to illuminate 
the interior of the holy place (Exod. 25:31-40),
9
 signified the combined value of the tree 
of life motif as a symbol of the cosmic tree with the light motif as altogether securing the 
reality of God’s presence, who was the source of life.10 The bread of the Presence or holy 
holy bread (Exod. 25:23-30), which consisted of twelve loaves placed before God as a 
sacrificial offering every Sabbath, designed to be eaten by priests,
11
 represented God’s 
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 Bloch-Smith, “Who Is the King of Glory?,” 19. See George E. Wright, “Solomon’s Temple 
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81, who observes that the word used for “light” in Exod. 25:6; 35:14; Num. 4:9 “is the same word used to 
describe the celestial bodies in day four (rather than calling them sun and moon).”   
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provision of food. The veil, which separated the two chambers, the “holy place” and the 
“holy of holies” in the Tabernacle and the Temple, signified the separation of the earthly 
sphere from the heavenly sphere. The veil, Walton notes, “separated the heavens and 
earth – the place of God’s presence from the place of human habitation.”12 All these 
factors mentioned above suggest the close interrelationship between the cosmos and the 
temple.   
Third and lastly, the connection between the cosmos and the temple can also be 
discerned by the observation that the creation of the cosmos/world was parallel to the 
construction of the Tabernacle/Temple. Scholars have long recognized these 
correspondences and links between the creation of the world and the building of the 
Tabernacle/the Temple. Moshe Weinfeld argues that the completion of the Tabernacle 
was parallel to the completion of the universe in Genesis, seeing the significance of the 
notion of rest on the Sabbath, which signified the act of completion both in the 
Tabernacle and the creation accounts.
13
 Michael A. Fishbane, who also discerns 
remarkable parallels between the creation account and that of the construction of the 
Tabernacle, observes that that Moses’ construction of the Tabernacle was modeled on 
God’s creation of the world and that the construction of the Tabernacle was a deliberate 
                                                        
12
 Walton, The Lost World of Genesis One, 81.  
13
 Moshe Weinfeld, “Sabbath, Temple, and the Enthronement of the Lord – the Problem of the 
‘Sitz im Leben’ of Genesis 1:1-2:3,” in Melanges bibliques et orientaux en l’honneur de M. Henri Cazelles, 
edited by André Caquot and M. Delcor (Kevelaer: Butzon & Bercker; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener 
Verlag, 1981), 501-12. See also Joseph Blenkinsopp, “The Structure of P,” in CBQ 38 (1976): 275-292, esp. 
275-82; Prophecy and Canon, University of Notre Dame Center for the Study of Judaism and Christianity 
in Antiquity 3 (Notre Dame and London: University of Notre Dame, 1977), 56-69.  
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representation of the creation of the cosmos.
14
 In a similar vein, Jon D. Levenson states 
that “the construction of the Temple, and of its predecessor, the Tabernacle, should 
mirror the creation of the world.”15 He goes on to demonstrate a striking parallelism by a 
comparison of the languages and conceptual correspondences between the creation 
account and the accounts of the two building programs.
16
  
The conceptual and literary correspondence between the creation account of the 
world (Gen. 1:1-2:3) and the instructions for the construction of the Tabernacle (Exod. 
25-31; cf., Exod. 40:1-33) are strikingly remarkable. Like the creation story in Genesis 
culminating with the creation of the Sabbath (Gen. 2:2-3), the instructions for the 
Tabernacle construction culminated with the Sabbath command (Exod. 31:12-17). The 
instructions for the Tabernacle construction in Exodus 25-31, for instance, can be divided 
into seven sections introduced by The LORD said to Moses (25:1; 30:11, 17, 22, 34; 31:1, 
12), with the Sabbath command as the seventh, climactic section (31:12-17). Just as the 
creation account in Genesis 1:1-2:3 concludes the six divine commands of creating the 
world with the seventh divine act of ceasing and resting on the Sabbath, the Tabernacle-
building accounts in Exod. 25-31 culminate in the Sabbath, the seventh commission, after 
the six divine commissions of constructing the Tabernacle.  
                                                        
14
 Michael A. Fishbane, Text and Texture: Close Readings of Selected Biblical Texts (New York: 
Schoken Books, 1979), 12. 
15
 Jon D. Levenson, Sinai and Zion: An Entry into the Jewish Bible (Minneapolis; Chicago; New 
York: Winston Press, 1985), 142.  
16
 Levenson, Sinai and Zion, 142-145. See also Levenson, “The Temple and the World,” in 
Journal of Religion 64 (1984), 275-298.   
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On the whole, temples in the ancient world were believed to be symbols or 
representations of the cosmos. The heavenly temple was sometimes to be identified as the 
cosmos itself
17
 and to function as a prototype or “archetype”18 for the early temple. The 
temple on earth was to be viewed as a microcosm of a heavenly temple, which 
symbolized a major part of the cosmos as the place where divine residence was located. 
In addition, the temple on earth could also be regarded as the center of the cosmos
19
 or 
even represented the cosmos itself as a micro-cosmos and “as ideologically ‘heaven on 
earth.’”20  
Several examples from the ancient Near Eastern literature attest to the similar 
conclusion that the temple on earth was considered a microcosm of a heavenly temple or 
of the cosmos. For instance, one of the earliest Mesopotamian accounts of a temple being 
the center of the cosmos was articulated in the temple building text of Gudea of Girsu, a 
Sumerian king, in the early second millennium B.C.E. Here the temple was also described 
as being “built from earth to heaven” and as being “like a great mountain,” which would 
stretch “heavenward.”21 In the ancient Mesopotamian context, the blueprint for the 
                                                        
17
 Levenson, “The Temple and the World,” 275-98.      
18
 Levenson, “The Temple and the World,” 296. Here Levenson uses the terminology “archetype” 
to refer to the relationship between the heavenly and earthly temples.      
19
 Levenson, “The Temple,” 283-4. See also Eliade, The Sacred and the Profane, 36-47.   
20
 Gösta W. Ahlstr m, The History of Ancient Palestine (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1993), 256-
257, where Ahlström talks about the stele surrounding the seated deity found in the Hazor temple “as an 
illustration of a Canaanite divine assembly,” which may be suggestive of “a concrete illustration of the 
temple as ideologically ‘heaven on earth.’”     
21
 Ira Maurice Price, “Gudea Cylinder B: i. 1-7,” in The Great Cylinder Inscriptions A & B of 
Gudea (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1927), 39. See the footnote 6 in Weinfeld, “Sabbath, Temple 
and the Enthronement of the Lord,” 505, who notes that “[T]he notion of the Temple which descended 
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construction of temples was also thought to derive from the divine realm, and temples 
were meant to connect heaven and earth.
22
 Similarly, the Syro-Palestinian temples were 
meant to be heaven on earth
23
 and considered to be “the architectural embodiment of the 
cosmic mountain.”24 The Egyptian temple building was also considered to represent the 
world and the cosmos. Harold H. Nelson argues that the Egyptian temple “becomes a 
reflection of the world” with its ceiling painted in blue and star-studded, the plant-form 
columns on the temple floor, a dado of plants and figures run along the walls, and the two 
pylon towers representing the hills of the horizon.
25
 In a similar vein, R. Gundlach also 
states that “[T]he temple building itself is the cosmos: the temple ceiling with its 
                                                                                                                                                                     
from heaven or of a heavenly replica of the Temple, is found already in the Sumerian literature.” Weinfeld 
cites, among others, Ake W. Sjöberg (ed.), The Collection of the Sumerian Temple Hymns (Locust Valley: 
J.J. Augustin, 1969), no. 13, 27:169: “house which comes forth from heaven”; no. 16, 29:200: “shrine 
descending from the midst of the heaven.” For a general discussion of the textual evidence regarding 
Mesopotamian temples, see John F. Robertson, “Temples and Sanctuaries, Mesopotamia,” in ABD, vol. 6, 
373, who states that “Gudea, ruler of the Sumerian state of Lagash, who ca. 2000 B.C.E. caused two large 
cylinders to be inscribed with the account of his rebuilding of the Eninnu, the temple of the god Ningirsu, a 
warrior god who was the patron deity of Girsu.” For an excellent discussion of Gudea and his building text, 
see Jeffrey J. Niehaus, Ancient Near Eastern Themes in Biblical Theology (Grand Rapids: Kregel, 2008), 
13, 42, 44-45, 94-95, 171.  
22
 See A. Leo Oppenheim, “The Mesopotamian Temple,” in BA 7:3 (1944), 54-63; Eliade, The 
Sacred and the Profane, 59-60. 
23
 See Ahlström, The History of Ancient Palestine, 256-257; George Ernest Wright, “The Temple 
in Palestine-Syria,” in BA 7:4 (1944), 65-77. 
24
 John M. Lundquist, “What Is a Temple? A Preliminary Typology,” in The Quest for the 
Kingdom of God: Studies in Honor of George E. Mendenhall, edited by Herbert B. Huffmon, Frank A. 
Spina and Alberto R. W. Green (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1983), 207. See also Ronald E. Clements, God 
and the Temple (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1965), 3-17.  
25
 Harold H. Nelson, “The Egyptian Temple,” in BA 7:3 (1944), 44-53.   
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depictions of birds, for instance, is the sky; the bark shrine and the cultic image chamber 
are identified as the vault of the heavens.”26  
The biblical creation account in Genesis 1:1-2:3 can help to further uncover the 
connection between cosmic origins and temple. Scholars view the creation account in 
Genesis 1:1-2:3 in light of a temple context. Moshe Weinfeld suggests that “the Sitz im 
Leben of Gen. 1:1-2:3 is indeed cultic-liturgic,” with the recurring formulas, such as 
“And he saw that it was good” and “and it was evening and it was morning.”27 John H. 
Walton further goes on to argue that Genesis 1:1-2:3 “is framed in terms of the creation 
of the cosmos as a temple in which Yahweh takes up his repose,” seeing Genesis 1 as “a 
temple text.”28 Walton suggests that “the seven days are not given as the period of time 
over which the material cosmos came into existence, but the period of time devoted to the 
inauguration of the functions of the cosmic temple.”29 Prior to day one, the earth 
described as  ōh  (wht) and  ōh  (whb) in Gen. 1:2 refers to a functionally nonexistent 
condition, where God’s spirit30 was hovering over the nonfunctional cosmos, which was 
                                                        
26
 Rolf Gundlach, “Temples,” in The Oxford Encyclopedia of Ancient Egypt, edited by Donald B. 
Redford, vol. 3 (Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press, 2001), 372. See also Lundquist, “What Is A 
Temple?,” 208, who states that in Egypt “all temples are seen as representing the primeval hillock.” 
27
 Weinfeld, “Sabbath, Temple, and the Enthronement of the Lord,” 510.   
28
 John H. Walton, Ancient Near Eastern Thought and the Old Testament (Grand Rapids: Baker 
Academic, 2006), 197; Idem., Genesis, NIVAC (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2001), 146-57; and The Lost 
World of Genesis One, 77-91. See also Levenson, “The Temple and the World,” 283-88.   
29
 Walton, The Lost World of Genesis One, 91.     
30
 See Gen. 1:2 in the NJB and RSV versions, which render the meaning of ru  ah  (xwr) as “wind” 
rather than “spirit.” See also Bill T. Arnold, Genesis (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 38-
39, who notes that “[T]he use of rûaµ is fascinating because it could be either “wind” or “spirit,” or in 
certain metaphorical contexts, both” (38), showing how the wind/spirit of God can convey its own 
distinctive meaning respectively.   
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commonly expressed as the cosmic waters and the deserts in the ancient Near Eastern 
texts.
31
 The Genesis creation account, according to Walton, can be understood as ancient 
cosmology that was function-oriented: days one to three in Gen. 1 are to be seen as the 
work of establishing functions, while days four to six are to be viewed as the process of 
installing functionaries, “who will carry out their own distinctive functions or tasks in the 
realms delineated in the first three days (time, cosmic space, terrestrial space).”32 The 
creation of humankind can also be understood from a functional perspective with 
emphasis on the notion of creating humankind in God’s image (Gen. 1:26-30), which 
signified the function of humankind to rule and have dominion over the rest of the 
creation as God’s representative.33   
The component of the divine rest on the seventh day and the seven-day structure 
in the creation account may suggest a reading of the creation account in Genesis as an 
account of functional origins of the cosmic temple inauguration. The central function of a 
temple in the ancient world was to serve as the residence for divine rest. The divine rest 
on the seventh day can be viewed in the context of a cosmic temple inauguration 
ceremony, which would transform the mere material building of a temple into the actual 
functional temple where deity rested and dwelt. The biblical accounts of the construction 
                                                        
31
 See David T. Tsumura, Creation and Destruction: A Reappraisal of the Chaoskampf Theory in 
the Old Testament (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 2005), 9-35. See also Walton, The Lost World of Genesis 
One, 46-52, who argues that both the biblical and ancient Near Eastern texts “defined the pre-creation state 
in similar terms and as featuring an absence of functions rather than an absence of material” (52).  
32
 Walton, The Lost World of Genesis One, 62.  
33
 See Philip R. Davies, “Making it: Creation and Contradiction in Genesis,” in The Bible in 
Human Society: Essays in Honour of John Rogerson, edited by M. Daniel Carrol R., David J. A. Clines, 
and Philip R. Davies (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1995), 249-256; Bill T. Arnold, Genesis, 45-47.  
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of both the Tabernacle of wilderness and the Temple of Solomon contain this ultimate 
“function-giving” act of inauguration ceremony. When the material phase of the 
construction of the Tabernacle was completed (Exod. 39:32, 42), Moses inspected all the 
work and blessed the people (Exod. 39:43).
34
 Then, the concluding chapter of Exodus 
(Exod. 40) reports the instructions for the final arrangements (vv. 1-15) and the 
inauguration ritual ceremony, which initiated the operation of the Tabernacle by 
installing its functions and functionaries: The Tabernacle and its furnishings were set up 
and anointed, as well as the priests were ritually washed, clothed, and anointed (vv. 16-
33). With all of this being done, the completion was sealed and sanctioned by the glory of 
Yahweh filling the Tabernacle (Exod. 40:34). Now the Tabernacle was not a mere 
sanctuary-building, but an actual functional sanctuary where God’s presence was 
localized.   
The dedication of the Temple of Solomon was another example of the function-
giving inauguration ceremony (1 Kgs. 8:62-64; 2 Chr. 7:4-7).
35
 With the dedication 
ceremony, the Temple began to be functionally put into use as the house of God.
36
 The 
                                                        
34
 Exod. 39:43 reads: “When Moses saw that they had done all the work just as the LORD had 
commanded, he blessed them” (NRSV). 
35
 This Hebrew word   nukkâ (hKnx, meaning “dedication,” “consecration”) occurs elsewhere in 
the Hebrew Bible for the occasions of the “dedication” of the altar of the Tabernacle and the “dedication” 
offering for the altar (Num. 7:10-11, 84, 88; 1 Kgs. 8:63; 2 Chr. 7:5). See also Psalm 30, a thanksgiving 
psalm of David at the dedication of the Temple, though this ascription to David here is anachronistic. For 
more on this word and the dedication ceremony, see Trier W. Dommershausen, “$nx” or “hKnx,” in TDOT, 
vol. 5, edited by G. Johannes Botterweck and Helmer Ringgren, translated by David E. Green (Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1986), 19-21; Stefan C. Reif, “Dedicated to $nx,” in VT 22 (1972), 495-501.  
36
 See 1 Kgs. 8:27-53, where Solomon proclaimed the broader significance of the Temple and its 
functions during his dedicatory prayer. The Temple now became a place for people to pray to God, when 
seeking forgiveness (v. 30), taking an oath (vv. 31-32), making supplication in times of defeat in battle (vv. 
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repeated use of the number “seven” and the component of “rest” in the dedication 
ceremony of Solomon’s Temple are markedly reminiscent of the seven-day structure and 
the divine rest on the seventh day in the creation account. Jon D. Levenson stresses the 
usage of a common vocabulary and the conceptual link, particularly in the repeated 
linguistic uses of the number “seven” in parallel to that of the creation account. Just as it 
took for God, the divine King, “seven” days to complete the work of creation (Gen. 2:2), 
it took “seven” years for the king Solomon to complete the building of the Temple (1 Kgs. 
6:38). The temporal setting of Solomon’s dedication of the Temple, Levenson observes, 
was situated “during the festival of Tabernacles, a seven-day feast (Deut. 16:13) that 
occurs in the seventh month (1 Kgs. 8:2).”37 Solomon’s speech on that occasion also 
consisted of “seven” specific petitions (1 Kgs. 8:31-53).38 Besides, the notion of “rest” 
was represented as the consummation of both the creation work and the building projects. 
Indeed, the qualification of King Solomon as the builder of the Temple, not the king 
David (despite his contribution to lay much groundwork for the building project), was 
summarized in the description of Solomon as a man of peace/rest (1 Chr. 22:9), recalling 
                                                                                                                                                                     
33-34; vv. 45-45), when facing the drought/famine/blight (vv. 35-40), as well as a place for a 
foreigner/alien to pray (vv. 41-43).  
37
 Levenson, Sinai and Zion, 143-44.  
38
 Solomon’s seven specific petitions described in 1 Kgs. 8:31-53 included the concerns regarding 
a difficult legal case (e.g., the first petition in vv. 31-32), disasters including defeat in battle, exile from the 
land, drought, and assorted perils such as famine, plague, and siege (e.g., the second, third, and fourth 
petitions in vv. 33-40), foreigners (the fifth petition in vv. 41-43), divine protection and victory in a battle 
(the sixth one in vv. 44-45), and divine forgiveness and restoration in the case of repentance and prayers 
(the seventh petition in vv. 46-53). See also Jon D. Levenson, “The Paronomasia of Solomon’s Seventh 
Petition,” in HAR 6 (1982), 131-35.   
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the divine King who rested on the Sabbath, the seventh day, after the completion of his 
creation work.
39
   
The notion of a temple as the abode for divine rest was an important concept for 
understanding temples in the ancient world. The idea of rest in the Old Testament was 
frequently expressed in the context of God’s giving Israel “rest” in their land.40 
Deuteronomy 12:10-11 states: 
10 When you cross over the Jordan and live in the land that the LORD your God 
is allotting to you, and when he gives you rest from your enemies all around so 
that you live in safety, 11 then you shall bring everything that I command you to 
the place that the LORD your God will choose as a dwelling for his name: your 
burnt offerings and your sacrifices, your tithes and your donations, and all your 
choice votive gifts that you vow to the LORD (vv. 11-12, NRSV). 
 
Here the notion of rest was associated with territorial security, which would allow the 
centralization of the worship of a deity. When a threat from Israel’s enemies was absent 
and a crisis was resolved, the state of rest would be achieved. God’s provision of such 
rest would bring about the circumstance to facilitate the centralization of the worship of 
God.   
Perhaps one of the most paradigmatic passages in the Hebrew Bible which talks 
about the notion of a temple as God’s resting place figures in Psalm 132, where the text 
recalls the divine choice of Zion/Jerusalem as God’s residence (esp. vv. 7-8, 13-14), as 
well as of the Davidic dynasty (esp. vv. 11-12, 17-18):  
                                                        
39
 The text (2 Chr. 22:7-16) explains David’s inability to build the Temple, suggesting that only 
Solomon, to whom God gave “peace from all his enemies on every side” (v. 9), would be qualified to build 
it for God. Further attention will be given to this subject in Chapter 5 of this dissertation.  
40
 See Josh. 21:44; 23:1; 2 Chr. 14:6; 15:15; 20:30.   
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7 “Let us go to his dwelling place; Let us worship at his footstool.” 
8 “Rise up, O LORD, and go to our resting place, you and the ark of your might.” 
11 The Lord swore to David a sure oath from which he will not turn back:  
   “One of the sons of your body I will set on your throne. 
12 If your sons keep my covenant and my decrees that I shall teach them, 
    Their sons also, forevermore, shall sit on your throne.” 
13 For the LORD has chosen Zion; he has desired it for his habitation:  
14 “This is my resting place forever; here I will reside, for I have desired it.”  
17 There I will cause a horn to sprout up for David; I have prepared a lamp for my  
anointed one.  
18 His enemies I will clothe with disgrace, but on him, his crown will gleam”  
(Ps. 132:7-8, 11-14, 17-18, NRSV).  
 
Here the text describes God’s dwelling place as the place where God rested (i.e., “resting 
place,” in vv. 8, 10). Just as the reference to “the ark” in verse 8, which signifies divine 
presence, is parallel with the “footstool” of the invisible enthroned deity in verse 7, the 
notion of God’s “dwelling place” (v. 7) is positioned in clear parallel with that of the 
divine “resting place” (v 8). Since God’s habitation in Zion (v. 13) refers to the Temple in 
Jerusalem, the text clearly suggests the idea of the Temple in Jerusalem not only as God’s 
dwelling abode, but also the place where he rested. These selected verses from Psalm 132 
reveal the close connection between the notions of divine rest, temple/divine abode, and 
enthronement. The temple became the location where God rested and from which he 
ruled. Both divine rest and enthronement were situated in the temple. 
The interrelationship between the creation of the cosmos and the construction of a 
temple is also embedded in a broader Ancient Near Eastern tradition. It is best 
exemplified in the famous Babylonian narrative myth, Enuma Elish, also often called 
“The (Babylonian) Epic of Creation,”41 in which the cyclic pattern of creation, temple, 
                                                        
41
 Enuma Elish remains significant as a major Babylonian cosmological text; however, its primary 
primary focus was to explain how the patron god Marduk justifiably rose up to the top of the pantheon, and 
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divine rest, and divine enthronement was clearly narrated.
42
 The junior gods disturbed the 
the senior god Apsû by their noise, provoking him to propose to exterminate them. Apsû 
complained to Tiamat in a loud voice: 
Their ways have become very grievous to me,  
By day I cannot rest, by night I cannot sleep. 
I shall abolish their ways and disperse them! 
Let peace prevail, so that we can sleep (The Epic of Creation I.37-40).
43
 
 
The complaint about the lack of rest and sleep was made by the higher (or senior) god 
Apsû against the lower (or junior) gods. In this account, the lack of “rest” among the 
gods
44
 was described as the cause for a conflict. 
                                                                                                                                                                     
creation was incidental to that. In recognition of his leadership, the gods built his great temple of Esagila in 
Babylon. For a general description of Enuma Elish, see Wilfred G. Lambert, “Enuma Elish,” in ABD, vol. 2, 
526-528. Lambert concludes that “the context of Enuma Elish is the rise of Marduk in history, in the reign 
of Nebuchadnezzar I” (ca. 1125-1104 B.C.E.), a time when the patron god Marduk was attested with the 
official title the ‘King of the gods,’ rather than “the cult of Babylon, in which its use was presumably 
secondary” (528). See also Stephanie Dalley, “The Epic of Creation,” in Myths from Mesopotamia (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 2000), 228-232. Dalley proposes a different date of composition, which excludes 
a dating to Nebuchadnezzar I’s reign.    
42
 For a discussion of comparisons with creation accounts from the ancient Near East, such as the 
Enuma Elish and the Ugaritic Baal Cycle, see Arnold, Genesis, 27-51. For a discussion of the possible 
connections of Genesis 1 with the Babylonian Creation Epic, see Herman Gunkel, Creation and Chaos in 
the Primeval Era and the Eschaton: A Religio-Historical Study of Genesis 1 and Revelation 12, translated 
by K. W. Whitney, Jr. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006); translations of Schöpfung und Chaos in Urzeit und 
Endzeit eine religionsgeschichtliche Untersuchung über Gen. 1 und Ap. Joh. 12 (Göttingen : Vandenhoeck 
und Ruprecht, 1921 [1895]). For a different standpoint on this, see also Wilfred G. Lambert, “A New Look 
at the Babylonian Background of Genesis,” in JTS 16 (1965): 287-300; reprinted in Studied Inscriptions 
from Before the Flood: Ancient Near Eastern, Literary, and Linguistic Approaches to Genesis 1-11, edited 
by Richard S. Hess and David T. Tsumura, SBTS 4 (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1994), 96-113, who argues 
that Genesis 1 was not genetically related to the Enuma Elish, nor was it necessarily a direct polemic 
against it, pointing out that many of the similarities between them were common to most ancient 
cosmogonies.  
43
 This translation comes from Dalley, Myths from Mesopotamia (2000), 234.  
44
 See Arnold, Genesis, 48, who points out that the concept of God’s rest in the biblical creation 
account (Gen. 2:2) was “the cessation of work, not resuscitation due to fatigue” (48).  
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The birth of Marduk was brought forth by his father, Ea, who killed the senior 
god Apsû and set up his abode on the dead body of Apsû.
45
 When Marduk was born in 
the dead body of Apsû, he promptly disturbed Tiamat by creating a wave and defeated 
Tiamat by conquering chaotic waters. Marduk’s declaration of his will to build a house, 
in which his kingship would be established, was addressed to the gods, his fathers:  
Above Apsu, the azure dwelling, 
As counterpart to Esharra, which I built for you,  
Below the firmament, whose grounding I made firm,  
A house I shall build, let it be the abode of my pleasure. 
Within it I shall establish its holy place,  
I shall appoint my (holy) chambers,  
I shall establish my kingship (The Epic of Creation V.119-124).
46
 
Marduk made up his mind to build a house in which he would establish his holy place 
and appointed his holy chambers with the establishment of his kingship.    
The work of creation by Marduk was then followed by the building of a shrine for 
him. After conquering chaotic waters by defeating Tiamat, Marduk reorganized the 
universe,
47
 created humankind,
48
 and subjected the junior gods under his sovereignty. The 
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 Lambert, “Enuma Elish,” 527.  
46
 Following the translation of Benjamin R. Foster, “Epic of Creation (1.111),” in The Context of 
Scripture: Canonical Compositions from the Biblical World, vol. 1, edited by William W. Hallo (Leiden; 
New York; Koln: Brill, 1997), 400.   
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 See also Lambert, “Enuma Elish,” 527, who points out the blending of three distinct 
cosmologies in Marduk’s reorganization of the cosmos: “Marduk’s reorganization of the universe involves 
the Apsû, which already existed and was put at the bottom; the body of Tiamat, which was split into two to 
provide the watery upper heavens and the solid earth; and a lower heaven (“Esharra”), the only part 
specially created. The author is in fact blending three originally distinct cosmologies: (1) a two-level 
universe of heaven and earth resulting from splitting a body of matter (an extremely widespread concept), 
(2) a Sumero-Babylonian three-level universe for the Neo-Sumerian trinity consisting of Anu in heaven, 
Enlil on earth, and Ea in the Apsû (most clearly attested in the Atra-hasis Epic), and (3) the concept of three 
heavens (in Enuma Elish, the uppermost is half of Tiamat’s body, the middle one was apparently made ex 
nihilo, and the lower one is the level of the stars, and not given any particular name).” 
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The gods who were given their responsibilities to build a temple for Marduk declared the 
following:  
‘Now, O Lord, that you have set us free, 
What are our favours from you? 
We would like to make a shrine with its own name. 
We would like our night’s resting place to be in your private quarters, and to rest 
there. Let us found a shrine, a sanctuary there. 
Whenever we arrive, let us rest within it.’ 
When Marduk heard this, 
His face lit up greatly, like daylight. 
‘Create Babylon, whose construction you requested! 
Let its mud bricks be moulded, and build high the shrine!’ (The Epic of Creation  
VI.49-58).
49
 
 
Here the private chamber of Marduk in this shrine was also to be considered the “resting 
place” for the gods. Marduk’s reorganization of the cosmos and his subjection of the 
junior gods under his lordship concluded with the construction of a great temple in 
Babylon, where the gods could find rest; the shrine would be considered their “night’s 
resting place.”50 This component of divine rest in relation to temple-building in the 
Enuma Elish can be equivalent to that of the Sabbath rest in the account of creation, as 
well as in those of the Tabernacle-making, and the building of the Temple in the Hebrew 
                                                                                                                                                                     
48
 See Dalley, Myths from Mesopotamia, 228, notes that in Enuma Elish the “gods themselves 
behave in an orderly fashion: they assemble, discuss, agree, and elect their leaders in a gathering of males; 
after Tiamat’s primeval parturition and the spawning of monsters, goddess play no part in creating the 
civilized world, not even in creating mankind.” 
49
 See The Epic of Creation VI.49-58 in Dalley, Myths from Mesopotamia (2000), 262. See also 
the translation of Foster in The Context of Scripture, I., 401.  
50
 God’s resting/ceasing from the work of creation on the seventh day in Genesis 2:2 also signified 
signified the completion of the act of creation, which established the stability and order out of the chaotic 
and disordered condition of pre-creation.  
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Bible.
51
 This Babylonian creation epic, in which the ancient Near Eastern pattern of 
creation, organization of the cosmos, temple, divine rest, and divine enthronement was 
clearly expressed, reveals important aspects of the function of the temple in the ancient 
world as the abode for a deity to dwell, to rest, and to assume the lordship or kingship by 
taking enthronement.
52
    
 
4.3 Decentralized (or Localized) Models of Sacred Space 
The next section of this chapter explores the meanings, significance, and the 
functions of biblical concepts of sacred space by examining various examples of places 
that constitute the decentralized or localized model of sacred space in the Pentateuch. The 
Garden of Eden was to be viewed as a sacred space and more specifically, the primordial 
temple-garden for humankind. The story of the Tower of Babel helps the reader to gain a 
better understanding of what may constitute sacred space and of the proper function of 
biblical sacred space. Various examples of sacred sites particularly associated with the 
patriarchs of Genesis 12-50 also constitute the decentralized or localized model of sacred 
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 Weinfeld, “Sabbath, Temple, and the Enthronement of the Lord,” 501-12. Weinfeld compares 
the biblical narratives with Mesopotamian and Canaanite creation accounts, where a chief deity (e.g., 
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sought in Temple liturgy.”   
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 A more detailed discussion of the functions of temple in the ancient world will be provided in 
Chapter 4 of this dissertation, particularly in conjunction with the Temple of Solomon in Jerusalem.  
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space. The pattern of the sacred encounters of selected individuals with God at a certain 
place for a specific purpose is repeatedly found in these biblical materials. The next 
section of this chapter also investigates the significance and meanings of Mount Sinai as 
sacred space.  
 
4.3.1 The Garden of Eden as a Sacred Space and Primordial Temple-Garden   
A great diversity of scholarly approaches have been rendered to the Eden story in 
Genesis 2-3 (2:8-15; 3:22-24), displaying the ambiguity inherent in the story. In terms of 
the designation, the vast majority of scholars agree to render the Hebrew phrase g n-
  ʿ den (!d[b-!g, e.g., Gen. 2:8) as “garden (or park) in/of Eden.” However, their view of 
the Garden of/in Eden displays a great deal of diversity, primarily within the two 
generally accepted interpretations: geographically-oriented vs. mythically-oriented. As 
early as in the 1880s, Friedrich Delitzsch asserted that the garden of God described in the 
biblical story did not refer to a utopian paradise located in heaven, but the royal garden 
complex of Babylon situated in the region of Mesopotamia,
53
 whereas August Dillmann 
argued that the garden signified Wonneland, the paradise.
54
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 Friedrich Delitzsch, Wo las das Paradies? Eine biblisch-assyriologische Studie (Leipzig: J. C. 
Hinrichs, 1881), 11-32, 79-83. Although Delitzsch’s conclusions were disputed and dismissed, the 
relevance of geographical inquiry has still been broadly maintained. Some scholars such as Gordon J. 
Wenham, Victor P. Hamilton, and Philip S. Alexander, for instance, argue that the Garden of Eden was a 
“real place” located on the earth. See Gordon J. Wenham, Genesis 1-15, WBC, vol. 1 (Waco: Word Books, 
1987), 61; Victor P. Hamilton, The Book of Genesis: Chapters 1-17, New International Commentary on the 
Old Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, c1990), 162-170; and Philip S. Alexander, “Geography and the 
Bible (Early Jewish),” in ABD, vol. 2, 979.    
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 August Dillmann, Genesis (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1897 [translated from the last edition 
(1892) by Wm. B. Stevenson]), 55.  
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Scholars have also vacillated between these interpretations. Hermann Gunkel 
proposed a semi-mythic identification of Eden, viewing the Garden of Eden as a kind of 
mythic place yet with some geographic realities.
55
 Claus Westermann identified Eden as 
a distant, unknown place, while at the same time asserting that “Eden in Gen. 2:8 is 
meant as a geographical term.”56 Walther Zimmerli also supposed that the Garden of 
Eden, which was originally a mythic garden, was transformed into a human dwelling, 
perceived as located within regular geography.
57
 Despite the differing views about the 
Eden story, some have further proposed an understanding of the portrayal of the Garden 
of Eden in Genesis 2:8-15; 3:22-24 as a divine sanctuary or a temple-garden, discerning 
the parallels that exist between the Garden of Eden and Israel’s later sanctuaries.58 While 
identifying the Garden as a “real place,” Gordon Wenham also recognizes its symbolic 
value as “a place where God dwells” and as “a paradise beyond man’s present 
experience.”59 Wenham also argues that the Garden of Eden was “not viewed by the 
author of Genesis simply as a piece of Mesopotamian farmland, but as an archetypal 
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 Hermann Gunkel, Genesis, translated [from the ninth German printing, 1977; 3
rd
 edition in 1910] 
1910] by Mark E. Biddle; foreword by Ernest W. Nicholson (Macon: Mercer University Press, 1997), 35-
37.  
56
 Claus Westermann, Genesis 1-11, BKAT, vol. 1/1 (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neu-kirchener Verlag, 
1974), 286-287.  
57
 Walther Zimmerli, 1 Mose 1-11: Die Urgeschichte (Zürich : Zwingli Verlag, 1967 [1943]), 148-
148-53.   
58
 See Gordon J. Wenham, “Sanctuary Symbolism in the Garden of Eden Story,” in Proceedings 
of the World Congress of Jewish Studies 9 (1986), 19-25. Wenham provides a helpful list of the major 
similarities between the Garden of Eden and the Tabernacle/the Temple. 
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 Wenham, Genesis 1-15, 61-66.  
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sanctuary,” the location “where God [dwelt] and where man should worship him.”60 He 
goes on to argue that many of the features of the Garden are found in later sanctuaries, 
particularly the Tabernacle and Jerusalem Temple and that these parallels suggest the 
idea of the Garden itself “as a sort of sanctuary.”61 Whereas Wenham views the Garden 
as “a sort of sanctuary,” Walton suggests that the Garden of Eden is to be viewed as “a 
temple-garden,” seeing Eden itself as the temple and the Garden as the holy of holies of 
the cosmic temple complex, where God’s presence dwells.62 Walton thus concludes that 
“in the aftermath of the fall, the greatest loss was not paradise, but God’s presence,” and 
the significant function of the later temple was to provide “for a partial return of that 
presence.”63 Conversely, Bloch-Smith argues that “the Temple represented the garden of 
Eden”; “the molten sea perhaps symbolized secondarily the primordial waters, issuing 
forth from Eden (Gen. 3:10), and the twin pillars modeled the trees (of life and 
knowledge) planted in the garden.”64  
The story of God’s creation in a divine garden is specifically narrated in Genesis 
2:8-25. The text says: “and the LORD God planted a garden in Eden, in the east” (v. 8a, 
NRSV). Just as this garden is mentioned as “the garden of the Lord/God” )gan-yhwh/gan-
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 Wenham, “Sanctuary Symbolism in the Garden of Eden Story,” 19.    
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 Ibid.     
62
 John H. Walton, “Eden, Garden of,” in Dictionary of the Old Testament: Pentateuch, edited by 
Thomas D. Alexander and D. W. Baker (Downers Grove; Leicester: IVP, 2003), 202. Walton asserts that 
creation as a whole is to be “understood in terms of a cosmic temple complex.” 
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 Walton, The Ancient Near Eastern Thought, 125. 
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 Bloch-Smith, “‘Who Is the King of Glory?’ Solomon’s Temple and Its Symbolism,” 27.  
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ʾ lōh  , hwhy-!g/~yhla-!g) elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible (Gen. 13:10; Ezek. 28:13-16; 
31:8-9; Isa. 51:3; Joel 2:3),
65
 the Garden of Eden contains important features as a divine 
garden, more specifically, a temple-garden or even a divine sanctuary. The narrative of 
the Garden of Eden in Genesis (esp. Gen. 2:4-3:24) exhibits several key features that are 
characteristic of temple imagery or priestly/cultic concerns. A significant example of 
temple imagery, first of all, is found in the very concluding verse of the story of the 
Garden of Eden: “He [God] drove out the man; and at the east of the garden of Eden he 
placed the cherubim, and a sword flaming and turning to guard the way to the tree of life” 
(Gen. 3:24, NRSV). Here the location of the gate of this garden in the east and the 
guarding function of the cherubim are reminiscent of Israel’s later sanctuaries. Both the 
Garden of Eden and the later sanctuaries, as Alexander notes, were “entered from the east 
and guarded by the cherubim.”66 The gate of the Garden of Eden was located in the east 
(Gen. 2:8), like the processional gate to the Temple (e.g., “at the entrance of the east gate 
of the house of the LORD” in Ezek. 10:19; “by the gate facing east” in Ezek. 43:1-2, 4, 
17).
67
 Besides, the cherubim
68
 were stationed by Yahweh to guard the way to the tree of 
                                                        
65
 The notion of a divine garden was not restricted to the biblical text. Such sacred gardens were 
also known in other ancient Near Eastern literature. For a general description of sacred gardens in the OT 
and the ancient Near Eastern traditions, see Howard N. Wallace, “Garden of God,” in ABD, vol. 2, 906-7. 
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 Alexander, From Eden to the New Jerusalem, 21-22. 
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 For the implications of the direction in biblical sacred space, see Kunin, God’s Place in the 
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life in the Garden of Eden (Gen. 3:24). As Bloch-Smith points out, cherubim “in 
association with trees were common elements in royal and cultic contexts in ancient Near 
Eastern art.”69 Like the cherubim functioning as guardians of the Garden, the powerful 
presence of the cherubim as guardians of the sanctuaries was also evidenced by the 
statues of the cherubim, which dominated the Temple, stretching half-way up to its 
ceiling and spanning the distance from wall to wall, and by the carvings of further 
cherubim imagery (1 Kgs. 6:23-29, 32, 35; 2 Chr. 3:14; cf., Exod. 25:18-22; 26:31; 
36:35).  
Secondly, scholars have pointed out that the use of the two Hebrew verbs in  
Genesis 2:15,       (rmv, meaning ‘to till’ or ‘to cultivate’) and ʿ   d (db[, meaning ‘to 
keep’ or ‘to guard’), may signify the role of Adam as that of a temple guardian. The text 
reads: “The LORD God took the man and put him in the garden of Eden to till it and keep 
it” (Gen. 2:15, NRSV). The range of the meanings rendered by the English Bible 
translators for the Hebrew verbs in this verse,       (rmv) and ʿ   d (db[), varies.70 
When these Hebrew terms, either in verbal or nominal forms, occur together in the 
Hebrew Bible, however, they also refer to the duties of the Levites in the Tabernacle or 
the Temple (Num. 3:7-8; 8:26; 18:5-6; 1 Chr. 23:32; Ezek. 44:14). Regardless of the 
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 The cherubim were winged hybrid creatures, like the Sphinx of Egypt, half human and half 
animal. For a general description of cherubim, see Maxwell J. Davidson, “Cherub, Cherubim,” in NIDB, 
vol. 1, 586; Carol Meyers, “Cherubim,” in ABD, vol. 1, 899-900.  
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 Bloch-Smith, “Who Is the King of Glory?,” 24.  
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 The first verb       can be translated as: “to dress” (KJV, JPS), “to cultivate” (NAB, NASV, 
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variations in the meanings,
71
 the task of Adam “to till it [the garden] and keep it” in 
Genesis 2:15 can signal the role of a temple guardian (i.e. Levites) installed by God in the 
service of His sanctuary. Particularly, the nature of Adam’s role, which included 
“guarding” or “tending” (or “watching over”), is reminiscent of the later role of the 
Levites as “guards” (1 Chr. 9:23) and “gatekeepers” (1 Chr. 9:17, 19, 31; 23:5; 2 Chr. 
35:15; Ezra 2:42; Neh. 7:45; 8:7; 11:19; 12:25).  
Thirdly, the paradisiacal motif in Genesis 2:10-14 recalls the ancient tradition that 
temples were built on a primal mountain of creation from which the waters of the earth 
flowed.
72
 Terje Stordalen states that in Genesis 2-3 the Garden of Eden and its 
surrounding situation are depicted as an ideal place that “mediates blessings from YHWH 
to humankind,” generating “blissful joy.”73 He goes on to argue that the four rivers 
(“Pishon,” “Gihon,” “Tigris,” and “the Euphrates”),74 which flow from the sacred river of 
of Eden, function as cosmic rivers, “extending blessing from the corners of the earth to its 
central region” and benefiting all the earth.75 This motif of the life-giving sacred water 
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 See the translations of these verbs as “serve and guard/keep” in Umberto Cassuto, Commentary 
on Genesis, vol. 1 (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1964), 122-123.  
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 See Lundquist, “What Is A Temple,” 208, who proposes that a temple is “often associated with 
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flowing out of Eden appears in other passages in the Hebrew Bible. For instance, the 
sacred river flowing out of Eden is alluded to in Ezekiel 47:1-12, where the sacred river 
of life was described as flowing from the throne of God in the future restored temple, 
making the land a new paradise. A similar function of the river is also found in Psalm 
46:4: “There is a river whose streams make glad the city of God, the holy habitation of 
the Most High.” Here the life-giving function of the river brings joy to the city of God 
and His temple, the holy habitation of the Most High God.  
Another example of similar imagery also figures in Joel 3:18, where the 
paradisiacal fertility of the land was described:    
18 In that day the mountains shall drip sweet wine; the hills shall flow with milk,  
and all the stream beds of Judah shall flow with water; a fountain shall come forth  
from the house of the LORD and water the Wadi Shittim (Joel 3:18, NRSV). 
 
Here the passage describes the mountains and the hills as the location which “shall drip 
sweet wine” and “flow with milk” for the land. The temple, “the house of the LORD,” 
was here portrayed as the place where the source of a fountain was located. All these 
descriptions mentioned above suggest that the temple, “the house of the LORD,” was 
built on a primordial mountain of creation from which the living waters could flow. A 
biblical reference in Zechariah, where an eschatological description of Jerusalem was 
narrated, also reinforces the cosmic role of this sacred river flowing from Jerusalem, 
which functioned as the source of life-giving waters. Zechariah 14:8 says: “On that day 
waters shall flow out from Jerusalem, half of them to the eastern sea and half of them to 
the western sea; it shall continue in summer as in winter.” Here the text envisioned living 
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waters flowing from a future/eschatological Jerusalem and bringing life both to the 
eastern sea (i.e., the Dead Sea) and to the western sea (i.e., the Mediterranean).  
 Fourth and finally, the gold and precious stones mentioned in Genesis 2:11-12 are 
also reminiscent of the decorations for Israel’s later sanctuaries and priestly garments. 
Thomas D. Alexander confirms this observation:  
Gold and onyx, mentioned in Genesis 2:11-12, are used extensively to decorate 
 the later sanctuaries and priestly garments (e.g., Exod. 25:7, 11, 17, 31). Gold, in  
particular, is one of the main materials used in the construction of the tabernacle 
and the temple.
76
 
 
The use of gold has particular significance in association with God’s presence. “Gold,” as 
Jenson notes, “predominates in the furniture, framework and entrances of the central 
regions I [the Holy of Holies] and II [The Holy Place], which are most closely associated 
with God’s presence.”77 Seeing the presence of God as the essence of the divine garden, 
David Nieman identifies the Garden of Eden “as the source of all the creative forces that 
flow forth from the Divine Presence, that energize and give life to the creation in a 
constant, unceasing outflow of vivifying power.”78 This paradisiacal motif of the gold, 
bdellium, and onyx stone mentioned in Genesis 2:11-12 also appears in Ezekiel 28:13-16, 
where many sorts of precious stones, including the gold and onyx, are mentioned in 
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association with Eden, “the garden of God.”79 Aside from calling Eden “the garden of 
God” (v. 13), this passage in Ezekiel depicted this divine garden as being located atop on 
the holy mountain of God
80
 and having an anointed cherub as its guardian (v. 14). Such 
depiction of the Garden of Eden further strengthens the idea that this garden was a divine 
temple-garden.  
Based upon all the factors mentioned above, the imagery of the Garden of Eden 
found in the biblical text in conjunction with Israel’s later sanctuaries seems to suggest 
the cosmic origins of the temple-garden. The location of this Garden’s gate in the east 
and the guarding function of the cherubim resembled those of Israel’s later sanctuaries. 
The use of the two Hebrew verbs in Genesis 2:15,       (rmv) and ʿ   d (db[), might 
suggest the role of Adam as that of a temple guardian. The paradisiacal motif of the life-
giving sacred water flowing out of Eden in Genesis 2:10-14 recalled the ancient tradition 
that a temple was built on a primal mountain of creation from which the waters of the 
earth flowed. Lastly, the gold and precious stones mentioned in Genesis 2:11-12 were 
also reminiscent of the decorations for Israel’s later sanctuaries and priestly garments. 
Conclusively, the association of this garden imagery in the creation account with Israel’s 
later sanctuaries, the Tabernacle or the Temple (whether the Solomonic, restored, or 
eschatological), not only signifies the connection between the cosmic origins and the 
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temple, but also implies the sacred nature of the Garden of Eden as the cosmic temple-
garden.  
 
4.3.2 Temple Motif in the Flood Narratives  
The narrative of the great Flood describes both God’s un-creation and re-creation 
of the world. The account in Gen. 6:1-14 explicates what had led to the great Flood, 
illustrating the breaching of the divine-human boundary about which the Lord was 
concerned in Gen. 3:22 (cf. Gen. 1:26-27).
81
 Earlier in the case of humanity’s breaching 
of God’s principle of creation, God drove humans away from accessing the tree of life. 
Here the Lord God limited their lifespan to one hundred twenty years (Gen. 6:3), but 
eventually the increasing wickedness of humankind
82
 led to God’s judgment of 
destroying the majority of human beings by means of a great flood. Scholars discern 
parallels between the flood narrative and the creation narrative. Alexander notes that 
careful “verbal links with Genesis 1 indicate that the flood narrative is deliberately 
structured in order to convey the idea that this is an act of recreation.”83 Similarly, 
stressing the “parallels between the first creation and the re-creation after the Flood,” 
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Gordon J. Wenham even suggests that “Noah should be seen as a second Adam, though 
Noah’s exemplary role is to be distinguished from that of Adam.”84   
The portrayal of Noah in the text was indeed that of an ideal or model-like 
figure.
85
 Noah was portrayed as “a righteous man, blameless in his generation” and also 
as the one who “walked with God” (Gen. 6:9). Being in a covenantal relationship with 
God, Noah did everything which God commanded him (6:18, 22). Noah’s role can 
sometimes be referred to as that of a priest,
86
 suggesting a temple motif in the flood 
narrative. Several factors substantiate this suggestion. First of all, when God gave the 
instructions to Noah to construct an ark, a huge floatable “rectangular box,” the ark 
consisted of three decks, a roof, and a door and was made of “gopher wood,” divided into 
compartments, and covered with pitch inside and out (Gen. 6:14-16).
87
 Some scholars 
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suggest that this three-leveled ark, divided into three partitioned decks, reflects the three-
part structure of a cosmic temple.
88
 “The three stories of the ark,” Kline argues, 
“correspond to the three stories of the world conceptualized as divided into the heaven 
above, the earth beneath, and the sphere under the earth”: Noah’s Ark, for Kline, was a 
cosmic house of God.
89
 Secondly, when Noah’s ark came to rest on Mount Ararat (cf., 
Gen. 8:4, “in the mountain range of Ararat”), Noah is said to have built an altar to the 
Lord, on which he offered burnt offerings to the Lord; “the pleasing odor” for him (Gen. 
8:4, 20). “The only other place where ‘burnt offerings’ (in singular) are a ‘smooth aroma’ 
to God,” as Beale notes, should be found in the context of dealing with “the offerings in 
the tabernacle.”90 Thirdly, when Noah offered a sacrifice to God, he apparently 
distinguished between clean and unclean animals (7:2, 8; 8:20),
91
 obviously an important 
aspect of priestly concerns.
92
 The portrayal of Noah’s role could be seen as that of 
“exercising a priestly ministry on behalf of the rest of humankind, just as Israel would 
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later be called to act as a kingdom of priests on behalf of all the nations in the world (cf. 
Exod. 19:6).”93 
The parallels existing between the biblical account of the flood and 
Mesopotamian flood stories are noteworthy.
94
 In the Mesopotamian Gilgamesh epic, for 
instance, the boat rested on a mountain, just as Noah’s ark came to rest on the mountains 
of Ararat (Gen. 8:4).
 
The biblical narrative described the sources of the waters that 
flooded the earth in several ways: “I [God] am going to bring a flood of waters on the 
earth” (6:17); “I [God] will send rains on the earth for forty days and forty nights” (7:4); 
“all the fountains of the great deep burst forth” (7:11); and “the windows of the heavens 
were opened” (7:12).95 In flood traditions in the ancient Near East, such as Atrahasis96 
and Gilgamesh,
97
 the waters that flooded the earth in all of these texts, including the 
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“the function of the Flood in these two epics is quite different; in Artrahasis it is a population control 
measure and an epoch divider, whereas in Gilgamesh it explains how immortality was once granted to a 
mortal” (1124). He also provides a helpful synoptic outline of the Atrahasis Epic and Genesis 1-11 (1124-
1125). For a comparison of the Gilgamesh and the biblical flood narratives, see Westermann, Genesis 1-11, 
418-420.  
95
 The flood was described as a return to primeval chaos. The flood gates were open for 150 days.  
96
 For a general description of the Atrahasis Epic, see Kikawada, “Noah and the Ark,” 1124-1125. 
The Atrahasis Epic, “though the Flood portion of the text (Tablet III) is quite damaged, presents a narrative 
account of the Mesopotamian primeval history that parallels Genesis 1-11 inclusively” (1124). See also S. 
Dalley (ed. & trans.), Myths from Mesopotamia (1989), 31 (III. iii.7-11) and 33 (III. iv.25); B. R. Foster, 
“Atra-Hasis (1.130),” in The Context of Scripture, 1: 450-453.  
97
 For a general description of the Gilgamesh epic, see Kikawada, “Noah and the Ark,” 1124. As 
Kikawada notes, “the best preserved Mesopotamian Flood narrative,” which provides so far the clearest 
parallel to the biblical account of the great flood, “is found in Tablet 11 of the Akkadian Gilgamesh epic” 
(1124). See also Dalley, Myths from Mesopotamia (1989), 112 (XI.102-3) and 113 (XI.129); Foster, 
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biblical narrative, represent the cosmic waters which flowed from various sources. 
Whereas the act of creation generally involved “setting boundaries for the cosmic waters,” 
as Walton points out, “in the flood the restraints were removed, thus bringing 
destruction.”98 A significant difference, however, is that the biblical text attributed the 
flood to God’s judgment on the wickedness of humankind rather than divine frustration 
with human overpopulation and noise.  
 
4.3.3 The Tower of Babel  
 The narrative of the Tower of Babel
99
 revisits the theme of preservation of the 
divine-human boundary.
100
 In Genesis 11:1-9, a group of people settled upon a plain in 
the land called Shinar (v. 2), the plain where the city of Babylon was located (v. 9). As 
the text indicates (v. 3), the people of Shinar made baked bricks for stone and bitumen for 
mortar. These Mesopotamian building materials differed greatly from that which was 
known in Egypt and Israel. As Robertson states, the choice of sun-dried mud brick as 
principal building material for the temples of the ancient Sumerians, Babylonians, and 
Assyrians, “was forced upon them by the lack of proximity to more durable materials 
                                                                                                                                                                     
“Gilgamesh (1.132),” in The Context of Scripture, 1: 458-460.  
98
 Walton, The Ancient Near Eastern Thought, 177. 
99
 In Hebrew the term    el (lbb) was also the name for Babylon. The name “Babel” was 
rendered later in the text as “confusion” (v. 9). See Helmer Ringgren, “לֶב ָּב,” in TDOT, vol.1, 466-469.  
100
 The violation of and threat to that divine-human boundary in this narrative, which was 
accompanied by the self-reflective speech by the Lord and the act of divine intervention, parallels the 
earlier story of the fall of Adam and Eve in Gen. 3:22-24 and the account of the corruption of mankind in 
Gen. 6:1-4 in such an identical manner. 
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such as stone and large timber, especially in the Tigris-Euphrates floodplain of S. 
Mesopotamia.”101 Besides, “the combination of baked brick and bitumen mastic” was 
known to be “made for waterproof buildings as sturdy as stone” and to be “an expensive 
procedure” required for the construction of the most important buildings.102  
The text refers to a “city”’ (ʿ  , ry[) and a “tower” ( igd l, lDgm) as being built 
there (v. 4). Walton identifies this “city” as a temple complex:  
In the early stages of urbanization, the city was not designed to house the private 
sector. Common people did not live in the city. Instead it was comprised of the 
public buildings. The public buildings of this time (administrative buildings, 
granaries, etc.) were mostly congregated around the temple. Consequently, the 
city is, in effect, a temple complex.
103
 
 
What was being built there could be possibly viewed as a temple complex upon which 
most public buildings are centered. In the Hebrew Bible, the towers ( igd l, lDgm) 
typically refer to defense towers or watchtowers.
104
 The Tower of Babel, however, as 
                                                        
101
 See Robertson, “Temples and Sanctuaries, Mesopotamia,” 372. He further asserts that “while 
the gigantic stone temples of Egypt have stood majestically for millennia, the great temples and ziggurats 
of Mesopotamia have crumbled into massive, amorphous mounds of decayed mud-brick” (372-3). For 
extensive discussion of the building materials of the Tower of Babel, see Walton, “The Mesopotamian 
Background of the Tower of Babel Account and Its Implications,” in BBR 5 (1995): 155-175. 
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 Walton, “The Mesopotamian Background,” 155-165. The setting for this narrative could be 
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developments. See Robertson, “Temples and Sanctuaries, Mesopotamia,” 372-376, who states that 
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urbanization, see Marc Van de Mieroop, The Ancient Mesopotamian City (Oxford: Clarendon Press; New 
York: Oxford University Press, 1997), 24-38.  
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 Walton, “Comparative Exploration: Tower of Babel,” 120.  
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 See Judg. 8:9, 17; 9:46, 47, 49, 51, 52; 2 Kgs. 9:17; 17:9; 18:8; 1 Chr. 27:25; 2 Chr. 14:6-7 
[Eng. 7-8]; 26:9, 10, 15; 27:4; 32:5; Neh. 3:1, 11, 25-27; Isa. 2:15; 5:2; 30:25; 33:18; Jer. 31:38; Ezek. 26:4, 
9; 27:11; Mic. 4:8; Zech. 14:10, etc. For more information on the Hebrew term  igd l (lDgm), see Diether 
Kellermann, “ל ָּדְגִמ,” in TDOT, vol. 8, 69-73. For further information about “towers” in the Hebrew Bible, 
see also Edward B. Banning, “Towers,” in ABD, vol. 6, 622-624.  
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most commentators argue, was probably viewed as a ziggurat or a temple (or a temple 
tower), recalling the ziggurat temples of Babylonia.
105
 The expression “a tower with its 
top in the heavens” in verse 5 finds its parallel in the Mesopotamian literature. “The 
Mesopotamian ziggurat or staged temple tower,” according to Lundquist, reflects the 
architectonic orientation and architectural principle that “express the idea of successive 
ascension toward heaven.”106 Although the present biblical narrative contains no specific 
data about the actual function of the tower or its structure, the building project here could 
be plausibly understood as that of a temple tower or a temple complex featuring a 
ziggurat. 
In this narrative, the humans were depicted as fearful of being scattered and 
attempting to make a name for themselves by setting about building a city with a tower 
that would reach up into heaven. This building project of the Tower of Babel violated 
several important aspects of God’s principles.107 In light of God’s initial creation project, 
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 See Speiser, Genesis, 75-76; Banning, “Towers,” 623-4; Kellermann, “ ִִמל ָּדְג ,” 72; Robertson, 
“Temples and Sanctuaries, Mesopotamia,” 375. Scholars have tended to attribute the original inspiration of 
this narrative to one of the renowned temple towers of Mesopotamia, particularly Etemenanki/Entemenanki, 
the ziggurat of Babylon that stood within the temple precinct of the great god Marduk at Babylon during 
the sixth century B.C.E. However, such an interpretation is to be ruled out by chronology. “What inspired 
the present biblical theme in the first instance,” as Speiser asserts, probably “was not monumental 
architecture but literary tradition” (75). It has been suggested that the city and tower in view is Babylon 
with its Marduk temple, Esagil, the “House of the Uplifted Head,” featuring the temple-tower, ziggurat, E-
temem-an-ki, the “House of the Foundation of Heaven and Earth.” The Enuma Elish contains the record of 
the making of bricks for Marduk’s temple, Esagil. See for example Dalley, Myths from Mesopotamia 
(2000), 262. See also Arnold, Genesis, 120, who suggests that “[T]he E-temen-an-ki was built much later, 
and was probably not specifically in view here” (footnote 291).  
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 Lundquist, “What Is A Temple?,” 211.  
107
 The inevitable outcomes of the Babel story, God’s scattering of humanity and his confusing of 
language, signal the final step in creation of civilized humanity, with its multiple territorial and linguistic 
groups. This movement toward cultural development, however, should not be interpreted in a positive light 
apart from the main context of the story, which involved the human corruptions and the act of divine 
prevention. Perhaps the name “Babel” rendered by the text as “confusion” serves as a final conclusion to 
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humankind was supposed to spread out and fill the earth. The human’s intention to stay 
together contradicts the divine imperative to “fill the earth” found in God’s initial plan 
(Gen. 1:29; 9:1, 7).
108
 Furthermore, the attempt of the humans to reach up into heaven 
contradicts the original function of the tower, which was built for the deity to come down 
to his people and receive their worship. The Tower of Babel was not meant to be built for 
people to go up, but for God to come down. God was concerned about filling the earth 
with his people and making the earth his dwelling residence. “In marked contrast,” as 
Thomas D. Alexander puts it, “the people of Babel attempt to access heaven and avoid 
filling the earth,” and consequently, “Babel represents the antithesis of what God 
intends.”109  
 
4.3.4 The Sanctuary-Like Sacred Locations in the Patriarchal Materials  
The pattern that God occasionally descended from heaven to meet with selected 
individuals at a certain place on the earth on a specific occasion can be found throughout 
almost all of the Patriarchal materials in Genesis (Gen. 12-50) and the first half of the 
book of Exodus. When such a sacred encounter took place, some sort of cultic activities, 
such as altar-building, pillar-raising, and offering sacrifices, were typically involved, 
                                                                                                                                                                     
the ambiguous outcomes of this process.   
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 See Peter J. Harland, “Vertical or Horizontal: The Sin of Babel,” in VT 48 (1998): 515-33; 
Idem., The Value of Human Life: A Study of the Story of the Flood (Genesis 6-9), Supplements to Vetus 
Testamentum (Leiden; New York: Brill, 1996). 
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 Alexander, From Eden to the New Jerusalem, 29.  
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marking the particular site or place as a sanctuary-like sacred location. Alexander points 
out the two main elements that these sacred encounters had in common: 
First, they are normally associated with theophanies that involve God restating the  
commission in Genesis 1:28 that human beings are to be fruitful, fill the earth and  
rule over it (see Gen. 9:1, 7; 12:2-3; 17:2, 6, 8, 20; 22:17-18; 26:3-4, 24; 28:3-4;  
35:11-12; cf. 41:52; 47:27; 48:4; 49:22). Secondly, linked to the theophany is the 
construction of an altar, sometimes on a mountain (see Gen. 8:20; 12:7-8; 13:4, 18; 
22:9; 26:25; 33:20; 35:1, 3, 7).
110
 
 
These two elements, the restatement of the divine commission and the construction of an 
altar, are repeatedly found in those sacred encounters of the patriarchs at various 
particular locations, such as Shechem, Bethel, and near Moriah. The next section will be 
devoted to the examination of those examples of such sacred encounters described in the 
Patriarchal materials of Genesis. Particular attention will be given to the sacred 
encounters at various locations experienced by the two patriarchs, Abraham and Jacob.   
 Abraham encountered God on various occasions and received divine commissions 
(Gen. 12:1-3, 6-8; 13:3-4, 14-18; 15:1-21; 17:1-22; 18:1-33; 21:12-13; 22:1, 9-18). Some 
of Abraham’s encounters with God were of particular importance in that they included a 
cultic and altar-building activity, suggesting the sites of such encounters as sanctuary-like 
sacred locations. The first example comes in Genesis 12:6-7, where Abraham passed 
“through the land to the place at Shechem, to the oak of Moreh”111 (v. 6). There, 
Abraham built an altar to the Lord who personally appeared to him and gave him the 
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 Alexander, From Eden to the New Jerusalem, 31.  
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 Sacred trees like “the oak of Moreh” occurred elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible (Gen. 13:18; 18:1; 
21:33; 35:4, 8; Deut. 11:30; Josh. 24:26; Judg. 9:37). For a general discussion of the oak of Moreh, see 
Melvin Hunt, “Moreh,” in ABD, vol. 4, 904.  
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promise of the land (v. 7). Abraham’s sacred encounter with God at Shechem112 involved 
the restatement of God’s promise and Abraham’s altar-building act for God.   
Another example of such an encounter, which immediately followed the previous 
one, are mentioned in the next verse (Gen. 12:8), where Abraham moved from Shechem 
to the hill country on the east of Bethel. There, Abraham pitched his tent and built 
another altar to the Lord, invoking God’s name.113 In this verse, Abraham’s cultic 
activities were characterized by the elements of his altar-building, pitching of the tent, 
and his invoking of God’s name. A similar example comes in Genesis 13:14-18, where 
Abraham moved his tent and settled by the oaks of Mamre (which were at Hebron).
114
 
After receiving the commission from God (vv. 14-17), Abraham built an altar to the Lord 
(v. 18). Here once again all three elements of the tent, the altar, and the commission of 
God were present in this episode.   
The last example of Abraham’s sacred encounter appears in Genesis 22:9-18, 
where Abraham constructed an altar for the burnt offering to God on Mount Moriah. On 
this site Abraham’s “fear” of God was proven by his willingness to sacrifice his son Isaac 
                                                        
112
 The significance of Shechem as a site of altar-building was also associated with the patriarch 
Jacob who camped before the city of Shechem after the partial reunion with his brother Esau (cf., Gen. 
33:1-17) and built an altar there (Gen. 33:18-20). Jacob purchased the plot of land in Shechem for one 
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to God. In this narrative, Mount Moriah, also called “the mountain of the Lord” (v. 14; cf., 
v. 2), was renamed by Abraham as “Adonai-yireh” (yhwh yi ʾe, hary hwhy, Gen. 22:14, 
TNK)
115
 in response to his encounter with God who provided the lamb for a burnt 
offering in the place of Isaac (v. 14). Whereas this name “Adonai-yireh” was not attested 
elsewhere as a place name, the mention of Moriah in verse 2 and of “the mountain of the 
Lord” in verse 14 might become allusions to Jerusalem, the very location where Solomon 
would later build the Temple for the Lord.
116
 Similar to other examples, the two elements 
of the act of altar-building and the restatement of the promise of God (vv. 15-18) were 
also contained in this episode.   
Observing the altar-building activities of the patriarchs of Israel at various 
locations, one can deduce that the patriarchs were “living as aliens in the land” and that 
the patriarchal altars and sacrifices were their “spontaneous act of worship in response to 
God’s dealings with them.”117 These altar-building activities took place in various 
locations, such as at Shechem, between Bethel and Ai, at Hebron, and by the oaks of 
Mamre near Moriah, rather than one fixed location. The types of cultic activities 
undertaken by Abraham in all these passages,
118
 such as the building of altars and the 
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 See “Jehovahjireh” [KJV]; “Yahweh-yireh” [NAB]; “The LORD will provide” [NRSV].  
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 See 2 Chr. 3:1, where Mount Moriah was mentioned as the location for the Temple of Solomon 
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 Augustine Pagolu, The Religion of the Patriarchs, JSOTS 277 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic 
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offering of sacrifices, also suggest that Abraham performed a priestly role.
119
 Although 
he was never designated as a priest,
120
 Abraham apparently assumed a status equivalent 
to that of a priest.  
Two important episodes of sacred encounters with God, which involved an altar-
building or/and a pillar-making activity, are associated with the patriarch Jacob at the 
particular location called Bethel. Jacob is said to have erected a ma     h (hbCm, a pillar 
of stone) as a memorial stone to commemorate his sacred encounters with Yahweh who 
appeared to him in a theophany at Luz, which Jacob renamed as Bethel (Gen. 28:18-22; 
35:9-15). The first setting of Jacob’s sacred encounter with God was when the divine 
promises of blessing were first made to Jacob during his dream at night at this place 
Bethel after his split from his brother Esau (Gen. 28:10-22). Jacob had a dream of the 
angels of God ascending and descending a stairway to heaven and the Lord standing 
above it (v. 12). The promises of God to Jacob in verses 13-14, which were given after 
Jacob’s split from Esau, were similar to the promises previously given to Abraham in 
Gen.13:14-17 just after his split from Lot.
121
 In response to this night vision of the 
stairway (v. 12) and to God’s appearance and his divine promises (v. 16), Jacob took the 
stone, which he put under his head and set up for a sacred pillar (v. 18).
122
 The name 
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 See Alexander, From Eden to the New Jerusalem, 83, who argues that Abraham “has a priestly 
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120
 Abraham was, however, called a “prophet” (n   ʾ, aybn) by God in Gen. 20:7. 
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Bethel (   -ʾ l, la-tyb, meaning “house of El”) was given to this place by Jacob who also 
declared it both as “the house of God” (    ʾ lōh  , ~yhla tyb; Gen. 28:17; “God’s 
house” in Gen. 28:22) and “the gate of heaven” (  ʿ   h      yi , ~ymVh r[v; Gen. 
28:17).  
The other significant episode of Jacob’s building of a temporary sanctuary at 
Bethel is found in Gen. 35:1-15, where Jacob returned to Bethel and received the divine 
commission to construct an altar to the Lord (vv. 1, 3, 7), as well as to set up a sacred 
pillar of stone for him (v. 14). This time the divine commission to build an altar 
demanded two other acts of preparation as the prerequisites: the eradication of all the 
foreign gods from among Jacob’s household and his associates and the purification of 
themselves (vv. 2-3). After completing the requirements, Jacob journeyed together with 
all of them and once again came back to Bethel (also once known as Luz) in order to 
build an altar for the Lord. He honored the local manifestation of El at Bethel by calling 
the sanctuary there “El of Bethel” (vv. 5-7). In response to the divine blessing (v. 9) and 
the reaffirmation of God’s promises to him (vv. 10-12), Jacob also set up a sacred pillar 
of stone in this place where he had spoken with God (vv. 14-15).  
These two episodes certainly anticipate the longer-range future of the sanctuary at 
Bethel, signaling that “from the stone a sanctuary, indeed a temple would arise.”123 This 
Bethel, which had associations with both Abraham (Gen. 12:8, 13:3) and Jacob (Gen. 
                                                                                                                                                                     
poured out a drink offering or oil on the stone-pillar. Ancient Israelite sanctuaries featured sacred pillars, 
perhaps signifying male powers of fertility. For a general discussion on pillars, see Carl Graesser, Jr., 
“Pillar,” in IDBSup, edited by Keith Crim (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1976), 668-669.   
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28:10-22; 35:1-15) became the site of the receptacle for the Ark of the Covenant of God, 
where the Israelites came to inquire of the Lord, during the time of the Judges (Judg. 
20:18-28).
124
 Furthermore, later in the history of Israelite religion, Bethel also became the 
site of one of the two royal sanctuaries of the Northern Kingdom of Israel (1 Kgs. 12:26-
33). Jeroboam, king of Israel, built the two centers of worship within his own territory in 
order to compete with the Jerusalem Temple: one in the far north (“Dan”) and the other in 
the far south (“Bethel”) of northern Israel (1 Kgs. 12:29). King Jeroboam built his own 
temple in Bethel with its own altar and priesthood, crafting his own version of the festival 
of Tabernacles (1 Kgs. 12:31-33).
125
  
 As already noted, the Israelite patriarchs’ sacred encounters with God, which 
involved the cultic activities of the construction of altars or pillars of stone, took place at 
a succession of stopping points that had particular importance, such as at Shechem, 
Bethel, Mamre or Hebron, Beer-sheba (i.e., for Isaac), or near Moriah. Essential to these 
sacred encounters, as Turner notes, was “a dynamic relation with people rather than with 
places, with the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob rather than of Beersheba and 
Bethel.”126 Although these sacred sites were not considered permanent sanctuaries, the 
various local sites of sacred encounters mentioned in the Patriarchal materials could be 
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viewed as sanctuary-like sacred locations that would foreshadow Israel’s later sanctuaries, 
such as the Tabernacle and the Temple.  
 
4.3.5 Mount Sinai as Sacred Space: Holy Mountain, Worship Site, and Mountain 
Sanctuary  
 
Moses’ sacred encounter with God is narrated in Exodus 3:1-6, where God 
appeared for the first time at Horeb/Sinai, the mountain of God (v. 1). When the angel of 
the Lord appeared to Moses (vv. 2, 4-6), the divine presence came in the form of fire, a 
flame of fire out of a bush; strangely, the bush was blazing yet it was not consumed. 
Hearing the voice of God coming out this burning bush, Moses found himself in a holy 
place and took off his shoes for the place where he was standing was “the holy ground” 
(v. 5). This sacred encounter with God was followed by the divine commission for Moses 
to take the lead in delivering Israel from the bondage of slavery in Egypt (vv. 7-10), as 
well as by God’s provision of reaffirmations in response to Moses’s objections to God’s 
commission over four times.
127
 
  The fulfillment of God’s promise would later be confirmed by a sign that the 
Israelites would be able to follow Moses to worship at Mount Horeb/Sinai (v. 12; cf. v. 1; 
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 In response to the first objection of Moses, which questioned, “Who am I that I should go to 
Pharaoh, and bring the Israelites out of Egypt?” (Exod. 3:11, NRSV), God provided him a sign that the 
Israelites would be able to follow Moses to worship at Mount Horeb/Sinai (3:12). Concerning the second 
question, “What is his name? What shall I say to them?” (3:13, NRSV), God disclosed his names to Moses. 
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chap. 19). The restatement of Moses’ commission included God’s further assurance that 
the Israelites would “not go empty-handed,” bringing with them the jewelry of silver and 
of gold, and clothing and plundering of the Egyptians (vv. 21-22). Ironically, all these 
elements, such as the jewelry, clothing, and the act of plundering, played a fateful role 
when the Israelites were again situated at Sinai. As opposed to God’s desire to use these 
objects in building the Tabernacle by which the divine presence could accompany Israel 
on its journey, those materials were first used in the people’s own plan to envoke God’s 
presence by fabricating the golden calf (Exod. 32:1-4; 33:4-6).      
Moses’ sacred encounter with God at Sinai prefigured the second divine 
appearance at Sinai to all Israel. God appeared for the second time at Sinai/Horeb not 
only to Moses, but also to all Israel (Exod. 19-23). This time he gave Moses the Ten 
Commandments (Exod. 20:2-17), as well as other ordinances and regulations (Exod. 
20:22-23:19; 23:20-33). The second theophany or divine appearance was portrayed as a 
violent thunderstorm, earthquake, and a thick cloud; the whole mountain was wrapped in 
smoke and shook violently (Exod. 19:16-19). God’s appearance was also accompanied 
by fire. In contrast with the burning bush that was not consumed in the earlier episode, 
God descended upon Mount Sinai again in fire, but this time like a consuming fire (Exod. 
19:18; cf., 3:2-3). Importantly, the three zones of increasing holiness should be cautiously 
observed (vv. 20-25). Whereas all Israel should stay at the foot of the mountain (vv. 12-
17) and the leaders, such as the priests and the seventy of the elders, were permitted to 
come some distance up the mountain (cf., Exod. 24:1-2, 9-11), only Moses were allowed 
to climb up and approach the top of the mountain where God dwelt (v. 20; 20:21).  
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The third divine appearance on Mount Sinai became the setting of the covenant 
ratification ceremonies. Whereas the covenant ratification ceremony stressed the 
participation of all Israel (Exod. 24:3-8; cf. 19:10-15), Moses’ special role as a covenant 
mediator was distinguished by the allowance of coming near to the Lord (24:2; cf., 19:9; 
20:19). After delivering all the words of the Lord and all God’s ordinances to the people, 
as well as writing them down, Moses built an altar at the foot of the mountain and set up 
twelve pillars, corresponding to the twelve tribes of Israel (24:3-5). While the element of 
cloud or fire was missing in this theophany, there appeared a pavement of sapphire stone 
under the feet of God, whose clarity was like heaven itself (24:10).   
Following this covenant ratification ceremony, another episode of Moses’ ascent 
to Mount Sinai (and of the appearance of God) is given in Exodus 24:12-18. This fourth 
theophany or divine appearance was accompanied by both elements of God’s theophanic 
cloud and fire. When the cloud was covering the mountain, the glory of the Lord settled 
on its top in the appearance of a devouring fire. This fourth divine appearance became the 
very setting where Moses received the divine commission to build a portable shrine, the 
Tabernacle of wilderness, so that God could leave Mount Sinai to travel with the 
Israelites and live among them.  
As observed above, the episodes of Moses’ and Israel’s sacred encounters with 
God at Mount Sinai exhibit important features of sacred space typically associated with 
temple imagery. The fulfillment of the divine promise, first of all, was expressed in the 
confirmation that Israel was to worship God on Mount Sinai (Exod. 3:12). Whereas Sinai 
was never called “the house of God,” it was called “the mountain of God” (Exod. 3:1; 
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18:5; 24:13), the epithet associated with Mount Zion as the location of the Temple.
128
 
Evidently, Mount Sinai served as a worship site of God, which was typically reserved for 
a sanctuary or a temple of God. The elements of altar-building, setting up of a sacred 
pillar, and offering of sacrifice (both the burnt offerings and the well-being/peace 
offerings) found in the Sinai episode were also typical features of ancient Israelite 
sanctuaries and thereby constituted a temple atmosphere.
129
  
Secondly, Mount Sinai served as the significant site of theophany or divine 
appearance and the location of God’s revelations to his people, the major functions 
associated with Israel’s later Tabernacle or the Temple. At the first theophany on Mount 
Sinai, Moses received the divine commission to take the lead in delivering Israel from the 
bondage of slavery in Egypt (Exod. 3:7-10). The second theophany at Sinai became the 
occasion where Moses and all Israelites received the Ten Commandments and all other 
ordinances and regulations regarding how to live as the people of God. The third 
theophany at Mount Sinai served as the setting for the covenant ratification ceremony 
between God and the Israelites, and lastly, at the fourth theophany at Mount Sinai, God 
revealed the instructions for building a portable shrine for God, a blueprint to construct 
the Tabernacle of wilderness. The element of God’s theophanic cloud at Mount Sinai 
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 See Isa. 2:2-5 and Mic. 4:1-5, where Mount Zion was called as “the mountain of God.” For a 
general description of Zion, see William H. Bellinger Jr., “Zion,” in NIDB, vol. 5, 985-86.  
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 See Judg. 20:26; 21:24; 1 Sam. 10:8; 13:9.  
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clearly finds its parallels in both the Tabernacle (Exod. 40:35; Num. 9:17-18, 22; 10:12) 
and the Temple (1 Kgs. 8:12-13).
130
  
Thirdly, Mount Sinai comprised the three zones of graded holiness (esp., Exod. 
19:20-25),
131
 a significant feature found in both the Tabernacle and the Temple in 
Jerusalem. The majority of the Israelites should remain at the foot of the mountain (Exod. 
19:12-17; 23-24). The limits should be set for the people all around, so that they might be 
careful not to go up the mountain or to touch the edge of it (v. 12). Any who violated this, 
whether animal or human being, should be put to death (vv. 12-13). Then for the leaders, 
such as the priests and the seventy of the elders of Israel, more advancement was allowed. 
They were permitted to come some distance up the mountain (19:22, 24; 24:1-2, 9-11). 
However, the top part of Mount Sinai, where God’s presence and his theophanic cloud 
dwelt, was reserved only for Moses. Only Moses was allowed to ascend to the top of the 
mountain and converse with God directly (19:20; 20:21; 24:2). These three zones of 
increasing sanctity of Mount Sinai resembled the tripartite structure of graded holiness 
for both the Tabernacle and the Temple in Jerusalem. Hence, the associated prohibitions 
of approaching, touching, and seeing the holy at Mount Sinai could also be found in 
Israel’s later Tabernacle and Temple, where the graded holiness, as Jenson notes, is 
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 God’s theophanic cloud was often coupled with his theophanic fire. See Joel C. Slayton, “Pillar 
of Fire and Cloud,” in ABD, vol. 5, 372-373. While “God is often represented in the OT by fire and cloud,” 
Slayton notes, the “symbol of the cloud both reveals and conceals the divine presence” (372).  
131
 The hallowed state of the Mountain was due to God’s presence there (Exod. 19:9-25; 24:16-17; 
Deut. 4:10-5:29). See Jacob Milgrom, Studies in Levitical Terminology, 44-46, who has argued that “Mount 
Sinai is the archetype of the Tabernacle, and is similarly divided into three gradations of holiness” (44).   
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“correlated with the various laws and restrictions which determine who may approach, 
touch and see the various holy items or regions.”132   
 
4.4 The Tabernacle as the Dynamic Centralized Model of Sacred Space 
The centralized model of sacred space developed in the Pentateuch is the dynamic 
model of sacred space represented by the Tabernacle of wilderness and the Israelite 
camp.
133
 The detailed descriptions of the Tabernacle and the camp are found in Exodus, 
Leviticus, and Numbers. The biblical portrayal of God’s tent-sanctuary or the Tabernacle 
is far from straightforward.
134
 It should be noted that this dynamic sacred space is found 
in two forms in the Pentateuch: an elaborate form of the Tabernacle set in the middle of 
the encampment and a simpler form of the “Tent of Meeting” or the “Tent of Witness” 
set outside the camp. Several concerns arise regarding whether or not the former could 
have actually existed (or have been used). The Tabernacle was so massive that it would 
have seemed to be too difficult for the Israelites to acquire and pull together the material 
resources and skills needed to build it during their wilderness wanderings. It would also 
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 Jenson, Graded Holiness, 107. Aside from the temple atmosphere of Mount Sinai, the feature 
of liminality was inherent in Mount Sinai as sacred space. The ascription of sacred qualities to Mount Sinai 
came from its significance as the locus of significant divine revelations and as the location of the theophany 
or divine appearance rather than its own intrinsic holiness. However, the aspect of liminality concerning 
Mount Sinai still constituted the sanctity of this mountain. For more on this, see Kunin, God’s Pl ce in  he 
World, 30-36; Levenson, Sinai and Zion, 19-23.  
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 For a brief discussion of the implications of the Tabernacle as the centralized model of sacred 
space, see Richard E. Friedman, “Tabernacle,” in ABD, vol. 6, 292-300. The Tabernacle as the centralized 
model of sacred space served as “the center of religious worship, the only locus of sacrifice,” which was 
“thus inextricably bound to the crucial priestly law of centralization of worship” (300). For more on the 
implications for the centralized biblical sacred space, see Chapter 5 of this dissertation.   
134
 See Koester, The Dwelling of God, 6, who states that “God’s tent or tabernacle appears in texts 
that weave together variegated strands of tradition and have differing theological interests.” 
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have been difficult to assemble, disassemble, transport, and reassemble such a grand 
Tabernacle throughout their wilderness wanderings by means of the four wagons. All the 
more, as Harold W. Turner notes, it is baffling to explain “why such a splendid sanctuary 
should receive no mention between the settlement in Canaan and the temple of 
Solomon.”135     
Scholars often suggest that this part of the material including the descriptions for 
the Tabernacle was a literary creation of a group of the Priestly writers (P), whose work 
combined various divergent traditions. The Priestly writers might have known of both the 
ancient tent tradition and semi-permanent sanctuaries associated with sites in Palestine, 
so they could come up with the Tabernacle of wilderness, which had the characteristics of 
both a portable and a semi-permanent sanctuary.
136
 To adapt the sanctuary to a wilderness 
setting, these writers might have prescribed a structure of wood, fabric, and leather for 
the Tabernacle. It has also been proposed that the Priestly writers might have 
incorporated many features of Solomon’s Temple into the construction of the Tabernacle, 
which could provide a reason for the similarities between the Tabernacle of the 
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 Turner, From Temple to Meeting House, 88. For an excellent discussion of the historicity of the 
Tabernacle, see also Friedman, “Tabernacle,” 292-300, esp. 294-298, who assembles evidence in favor of 
the historicity of the Tabernacle. Providing two textual considerations, Friedman concludes that “there is 
reason to believe that the Tabernacle was historical, and the biblical depiction of it as located in the 
Solomonic Temple cannot simply be dismissed as late and tendentious” (295). 
136
 See Menahem Haran, “Shiloh and Jerusalem: The Origin of the Priestly Tradition in the 
Pentateuch,” in JBL 81 (1962), 14-24; “The Priestly Image of the Tabernacle,” in HUCA 36 (1965), 191-
226, who connects the Tabernacle with the tradition about the Shiloh shrines. See also Frank M. Cross, 
“The Tabernacle,” in BA 10 (1947), 45-68; “The Priestly Tabernacle,” in BAR 1 (1961), 201-28, who finds 
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wilderness and Solomon’s Temple in their designs and furnishings.137 However, despite 
many similarities, the differences in their designs and manufacture existing between the 
Tabernacle and Solomon’s Temple, on the one hand, may also suggest that the 
Tabernacle must have been based to some extent on pre-monarchical traditions.
138
 On the 
other hand, it has been also suggested that the Priestly portrait of the Tabernacle received 
its distinctive shape in the exilic or early post-exilic period after the destruction of the 
Temple and the loss of the land when a strong need arose to confirm that God would bind 
himself to a people, not to a place or a kingdom.
139
 The movability of the Tabernacle 
signified the notion that God could meet his people in many different locations. Essential 
to the exiled was the confirmation that the presence of God could accompany them 
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 The retrojection hypothesis that the prescription of the elaborate Tabernacle was to be 
understood as an ideal construction based on the Temple of Solomon, and as a simple attempt to find a 
Mosaic sanction for the Second Temple and its rituals by projecting it back into the wilderness period, was 
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6:17).” See also Childs, Exodus, 541, who points out that the Tabernacle was designed by God to be 
constructed by free-will offerings of the people, unlike Solomon’s Temple, a royal project which utilized 
forced labor. 
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 See Clements, God and Temple, 120-21; Terence E. Fretheim, “The Priestly Document: Anti-
Temple?” in VT 18 (1968), 313-29, esp. 316; Martin Noth, Exodus: A Commentary, OTL (Philadelphia: 
Westminster Press, 1962), 17; Frank M. Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic: Essays in the History of 
the Religion of Israel (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1973), 323-24; Blenkinsopp, “The Structure 
of P,” 275-92, esp. 275. A notable exception is Menahem Haran, “Behind the Scenes of History: 
Determining the Date of the Priestly Source,” in JBL 100 (1981), 321-33, who argues for a pre-exilic date 
of composition.   
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beyond its confinement either to certain sanctuaries or to a particular location in the land 
of Israel. By means of the Tabernacle, the divine presence would be available to the 
people of Israel “at each stage of their journey” (Exod. 40:38, NRSV).140  
 
4.4.1 The Tent of Meeting Prior to the Construction of the Tabernacle 
The dynamic centralized model of sacred space developed in the Pentateuch is 
found in two forms, the complex form of the Tabernacle and a simpler form of the Tent 
of Meeting. The mention of a simpler form of the “Tent of Meeting” appears in several 
texts from the Pentateuch, such as Exodus 33:7-11, Numbers 11:16-17, 24-26; 12:1-8, 
and Deuteronomy 31:14-15, depicting the Tent of Meeting as being located outside of the 
camp, rather than at its center. First, the passage in Exodus 33:7-11 signals the setting for 
God’s withdrawal from the Israelite camp in response to Israel’s apostasy of fabricating a 
golden calf.
141
 The text says that Moses “used to take the tent and pitch it outside the 
camp, far off from the camp; he called it the tent of meeting” (Exod. 33:7, NRSV). Since 
God refused to be present among the people (33:3), Moses pitched a tent far off from the 
Israelite camp. The depiction of the Tent of Meeting here contrasted sharply with the 
elaborate structure of the Tabernacle prescribed in chapters 25-31 of Exodus. Here the 
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 See Exod. 40:36-38, where the pillar of cloud by day and the pillar of fire by night which had 
led Israel thus far (Exod. 13:21-22), took their place over the Tabernacle, in order to accompany Israel on 
the rest of its journey (Num. 9:15-22).   
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 See Exod. 32:1-35. Before the Tabernacle was constructed, the Israelites committed apostasy 
by fabricating a golden calf to worship. During the absence of Moses, who stayed on Mount Sinai forty 
days and forty nights to receive the instructions from God, the people became anxious, spoke 
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passage depicts the “Tent of Meeting” as a simple tent that stood outside the camp rather 
than at its center. While the Tent of Meeting was also mobile, it seemed to be intended 
primarily for Moses: He himself could pack it up and pitch it. Besides, there was neither 
priest nor ritual in this tent-sanctuary. This Tent was simply attended by Moses’ assistant, 
Joshua the son of Nun (33:11),
142
 rather than Aaron and his sons. Thus, this Tent did not 
seem to function as a place of sacrifice and “apparently [did] not house the ark of the 
covenant”; rather, it functioned chiefly as a place where God spoke to Moses.143 The Tent 
of Meeting was a place where Moses went to speak with Yahweh in an intimate and 
personal relationship. God’s presence, though it was now distant and intermittent, still 
commanded utter respect from the people. The pillar of cloud descended and stood at the 
entrance of the Tent, while God spoke to Moses in the Tent (vv. 9-10).   
 Other traces of this tradition about the “Tent of Meeting” are found elsewhere in 
several passages in the Pentateuch. First, the passage which described God’s impartation 
of Moses’ spirit on the seventy elders (Num. 11:16-17, 24-26) represents the tradition 
that the sanctuary was located outside the Israelite camp (v. 26), which differed from the 
description in Numbers 2, where the sanctuary (also called the “tent of meeting” [vv. 2, 
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 See Exod. 17:9-13, where the young warrior, Joshua, led the Israelite army. He was later 
identified as Moses’ assistant (24:13; 32:17) and ultimately his successor (Deut. 34:9).   
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 Koester, The Dwelling of God, 9. The relationship of the Tent to the Ark of the Covenant has 
been widely debated. For those who view the Ark and the Tent as originally two separate institutions, see 
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17]) was placed in the middle of the camp. Secondly, the passage in Num. 12:1-8, where 
God contended with Miriam and Aaron concerning the status of Moses, makes a similar 
point about the location of the Tent outside the camp. Calling out his three servants, 
Moses, Aaron, and Miriam, to the Tent of Meeting, the Lord came down in a pillar of 
cloud and stood at the entrance of the Tent to meet with them (vv. 4-5). Lastly, in Deut. 
31:14-15, where the Lord commanded Moses to bring Joshua to be commissioned as 
Moses’s successor, both Moses and Joshua were called to present themselves before the 
Lord in the Tent of Meeting outside the camp. The Lord appeared to them at the Tent 
outside the camp in a pillar of cloud. Here again, this Tent of Meeting was the site 
located outside camp where God spoke to Moses, with Joshua in attendance, and was 
clearly contrasted with the description of the Tabernacle located in the center of the 
Israelite encampment, which housed the Ark of the Covenant and the altar (Exod. 26-27; 
Num. 7:1-3; 18:1-7). As mentioned early, the chief function of this Tent of Meeting was 
to be a place where God spoke to Moses (Exod. 33:7-11; Num. 11:16-17, 24-26; 12:1-8; 
Deut. 31:14-15), rather than as a place of sacrifice or a receptacle that housed the Ark of 
the Covenant.   
Scholars have widely debated over the origins of this tent tradition. Some suggest 
that this tradition might have derived from the period of Israel’s wilderness 
wanderings.
144
 Others propose that this might have been associated with non-priestly, 
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individual, and prophetic circles.
145
 Furthermore, considering the Tent tradition in 
relation to the Ark, some scholars locate the Tent tradition in the south and the Ark in the 
north of Palestine,
146
 whereas others locate the Tent tradition in the north, either at Shiloh 
or at Shechem.
147
 Menahem Haran, who based his arguments on these biblical texts, 
argues that this “Tent of Meeting” was an empty shrine outside the Israelite camp with its 
own distinctive function apart from the regular cult in the center of the community and 
that it did not house the Ark in it. Haran strongly asserts that “[T]he Tent and the Ark are 
two separate institutions derived from different social and spiritual spheres of ancient 
Israelite life”: prophetic/non-priestly and priestly.148 He associates the “Tent of Meeting” 
with an individual, non-priestly, and prophetic form of sacred space, whereas he 
identifies the Ark as a priestly holy object.
149
 In other words, Haran understands two 
forms of the tents existed independently of each other: one in the center of the camp for 
the Ark and the other outside of the camp as an empty shrine apart from the regular cult.  
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From a theological outlook, as Koester argues, this tradition of the Tent of 
Meeting “transfers features of the Sinai theophany to the tent.”150 Several factors serve as 
indicators of such connection. First, both the Tent of Meeting and Mount Sinai were 
located outside the Israelite camp. The people had to depart from the camp in order to 
meet God who descended in a cloud. On Mount Sinai/Horeb, Moses brought the 
Israelites out of the camp in order to meet God who came down to meet his people in a 
dense cloud (Exod. 19:9, 17). Likewise, the Tent of Meeting was located outside the 
camp, and the Lord descended to meet his people in the pillar of cloud (Exod. 33: 7, 9). 
Second, just as Moses was accompanied by his assistant Joshua when he went up into 
Mount Sinai (Exod. 24:13), he was again attended by Joshua rather than Aaron and his 
sons at the Tent of Meeting (Exod. 33:11). Thirdly, just as the “seventy” elders are said to 
have seen God and eaten a sacred meal on Mount Sinai (Exod. 24:9-11), “seventy” elders 
were endowed with some of Moses’ spirit at the Tent of Meeting (Num. 11:24-25). From 
these factors mentioned above, as Koester asserts, “by means of the tent, the God who 
appeared at Sinai continued to speak to his people after they departed from the mountain 
itself.”151   
 
4.4.2 The Tabernacle of Wilderness 
The more elaborate structure of the tent-sanctuary and its manufacture are 
described in considerable detail in the second half of Exodus (Exodus 25-31 and 35-
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40).
152
 This shrine was designated with several different terms. Whereas the most 
frequently used term to denote this shrine was “dwelling” or “Tabernacle” ( i k n [!kvm], 
meaning “dwelling-place,” “home,” “tabernacle”),153 it was also designated as the “Tent 
of Meeting” (ʾōhel   ʿ d [d[wm lha], e.g., Exod. 28:43).154 On the one hand, the 
designation “dwelling” or “tabernacle” emphasized its elaborate structure and extensive 
wooden framework, signaling the function of this shrine as a divine home, a dwelling 
place of God. On the other hand, the designation the “tent of meeting,” which 
emphasized the prescription of its coverings made of fabric and leather (cf., Exod. 26:7-
14), recalls the ancient tent tradition, indicating that it was a portable shrine.  
The significance of the Tabernacle can be explored by a careful examination of its 
distinctive functions as sacred space in the ancient Israelite religion. Craig R. Koester 
observes that the Tabernacle primarily performed the following three functions: 
First, it would be a place of divine revelation, for God promised to speak to 
Moses in its holy of holies, “from above the mercy seat, from between the two 
cherubim that are upon the ark of the testimony” (25:22). Second, it would be 
where sacrifices would be offered and atonement made (29:38-43; 30-7-10). 
Third, God’s presence in the tent would be a sign of his covenant faithfulness, 
since it would fulfill his promise to dwell with Israel and to be their God (25:8; 
29:45-46). Israel’s faithfulness would be expressed by obedience to God’s 
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 The Tabernacle was described as a huge cloth composed of sheets of material with its wooden 
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commandments, especially the Sabbath commandment which concludes the 
prescriptions for the tabernacle (31:12-17).
155
    
 
Koester goes on to argue that these three functions ascribed to the Tabernacle in Exodus 
were continually performed in the remainder of the Pentateuch.
156
   
 The primary function of the Tabernacle as “the dwelling place of God on earth”157 
centers on the notion of the divine presence, more specifically God’s dwelling presence 
among the people. As noted earlier in this section, its designation as “Tabernacle” or 
“dwelling” ( i k n, !kvm) accords with its elaborate structure and extensive wooden 
framework, indicating its residential aspect as a divine home, a dwelling place of God. 
The extensive use of gold in the furniture, framework and entrances of the Tabernacle, 
where the zones or objects were closely associated with God’s presence, also underscores 
the function of the Tabernacle as the abode of divine presence. The Ark of the Covenant, 
a portable wooden chest of a rectangular box (Exod. 25:10-22; 37:1-9), which was placed 
in the most holy place together with the mercy seat and two cherubim, served a double 
function of being both a chest (i.e., a container) for the covenant documents (v. 16)
158
 and 
a footstool of God’s throne (Exod. 25:22; cf., 1 Chr. 28:2; Ps. 99:5; 132:7). Here the Ark 
of the Covenant “links heaven and earth,” by extending “the heavenly throne to the earth”; 
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the Ark is here identified as the place “where the divine king’s feet touch the earth.”159 
Furthermore, the vivid presence of the divine King in the Tabernacle and the divine 
provision could also be experienced through all possible human sensorial activities, such 
as smell, taste, sight, touch, memory in association with the regular rites performed inside 
the Tabernacle.
160
 
 The elements of graded holiness were clearly discernible in the division of space 
in the Tabernacle with the various zones separated by distinct boundaries.
161
 The 
instructions in Exodus 25-31 moved from the most holy place through the holy place to 
the surrounding court. The Tabernacle had three meticulously delineated zones of 
descending holiness. The innermost room of the Tabernacle called “the Holy of Holies” 
or “the most holy place” was the most sacred zone, “a curtained-off section on the 
western end of the Tabernacle.”162 A pair of the curtains, which were richly decorated 
and embroidered with cherubim, separated this “Holy of Holies” from the next zone 
called “the holy place” (Exod. 26:33-34), the eastern section of the Tabernacle with an 
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entrance on the east side.
163
 Then the third zone was the Court, which surrounded the 
Tabernacle, also with an entrance on the eastern wall.
164
 “The structural relationship 
between the zones,” as Kunin asserts, could be understood “through analysis of access 
and exclusion.”165  
The aspect of idealization, a key characteristic of the Tabernacle of wilderness, 
was closely related to the Israelite camp. Although this dynamic model of sacred space 
“centers on the Tent of Meeting,” as Kunin points out, it must include “the entire Israelite 
camp.”166 Regardless of the issue of whether the elaborate Tabernacle actually existed (or 
was used) or mainly the later idealizing,
167
 both the prescription of the Tabernacle and the 
arrangement of the camp represent an idealized blueprint of how sacred space should be 
structured. The schematic map of the wilderness camp was clearly an idealized plan with 
                                                        
163
 See Exod. 26:1-10; 31-37. A similarly ornate curtain, though without cherubim, was to serve as 
the entrance from the court to the holy place (v. 26). Here, as already noted, the location of the entrance on 
the east and the guarding function of cherubim in the Tabernacle are reminiscent of those of the Garden of 
Eden.    
164
 Wright, “Holiness,” 242, points to the fact that some scholars argue that “the Israelites were 
even restricted to the area between the burnt-offering altar and the entrance, which would indicate a 
subdivision in the court’s holiness.”  See Haran, Temples and Temple-Services, 184, who states that the 
Court itself is further subdivided into the zone between the Tabernacle and the altar, and between the altar 
and the entrance into the court.      
165
 Kunin, God’s Place in the World, 13.    
166
 Ibid., 11.  
167
 For scholars who view it as a simple later idealizing, see M. Haran, Temples and Temple-
Service in Ancient Israel, 189, who states that “[I]t is evident that as depicted in P the tabernacle is largely 
imagery and never existed in Israel”; Kunin, God’s Place in the World, 22-23, who argues that “the 
Tabernacle can be understood as an abstract representation of space, with no necessary direct connection 
with sacred place as it actually existed, or was used. … The ideal model allows the exemplification of 
cognitive structural models rather than being bound by the concrete of historical situations.” See also 
Turner, From Temple to Meeting Place, 89, who states that “the accounts of the more elaborate tabernacle 
may well be no more than a somewhat idealized version of a sanctuary that did exist towards the time of 
Solomon’s building.”   
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the sanctuary in the center of the community, prescribing the positions of the twelve 
tribes (Num. 2:1-34), as well as those of the Levites and the priests (Num. 3), around the 
sanctuary. As discussed earlier in Chapter 3 of this dissertation, the twelve Israelite tribes 
and the Levitical clans were graded both by distance from the Tabernacle and by 
direction.
168
 Aside from the aspect of idealization, the movability of the camp should also 
be highlighted. The dynamic aspects of this model distinguished itself from other types of 
sacred places that were closely tied to location or certain features of location (i.e., 
mountains, hills, or groves). Kunin demonstrates what constitutes the sanctity of this 
dynamic model: 
Any place can become contextually sacred. … sacred space in this context owes 
very little to location. It is determined by the structural organization of holy 
spaces within the camp, the organization of the people, the organization of time, 
and the cultic activities. In effect, sacred place is created by the imposition of the 
structural model on time, activity, and place. Location is not significant; structure 
of that location is what makes it significant.
169
 
 
Here, sacred space was contingent on the organization of space, people, time, and 
activities, rather than location itself. Besides, the movability of the camp made this 
dynamic model of sacred space more tied to the movement of the people on journey 
rather than one location. By means of this dynamic model of sacred space exemplified by 
                                                        
168
 See Jenson, Graded Holiness, 135-38, where the schematic map of the camp was diagramed 
along with the placement of the twelve tribes and the Levitical clans according to the zones (i.e., Inmost, 
inner ring, outer ring, outside camp) and directions (East [e.g., Aaron, Judah], South [e.g., Kohath, Reuben], 
West [e.g., Gershon, Ephraim], and North [e.g., Merari, Dan]). See also the genealogies in Gen. 35:16-18, 
22-26; 46: 8-27; Exod. 1:1-5 (cf., Gen. 29:31-30:24), where the Israelite sons by mother and then the order 
of the birth were accounted. For the plan of the wilderness camp, see Num. 2, where the twelve tribes were 
divided into four divisions, each with three tribes.  
169
 Kunin, God’s Place in the World, 22.  
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the Tabernacle and the camp, the God of Sinai was expected to guide and go along with 
the people of Israel through the wilderness on their journey to the Promised Land.  
 The sharp contrast and comparison between the account of the Tabernacle’s 
construction and Israel’s fabrication of golden calf was noteworthy. The divine command 
to make the Tabernacle (Exod. 25:8-9) was given to the Israelites after God’s covenant 
with Israel was ratified at Mount Sinai (Exod. 24). However, before the Tabernacle was 
to be built, Israel committed apostasy by fabricating a golden calf to worship (Exod. 32), 
resulting in God’s refusal to be present among the people (Exod. 33:3).170 The fabrication 
of a golden calf (or young bull) became an illegitimate way of depicting God’s throne in 
marked contrast with the cherubim ascribed in Exodus 25:17-22.
171
 All the elements in 
the worship of the calf, such as Aaron’s leadership, gold, altar, festival, offerings, eating, 
and drinking, were actually part of what God had intended for the worship of the 
Tabernacle. Whereas the fabrication of the golden calf led to a withdrawal of God’s 
presence from the camp (33:7-8), the completion of the Tabernacle was assured by God’s 
glory who filled the Tabernacle, and by his dwelling presence there day and night (40:34-
38). The very people who once gave their gold for the fabrication of the calf (32:3) were 
then willing to bring more gold and freewill offerings that were sufficient enough to do 
all the work for the entire Tabernacle (35:21; 36:2-7). Whereas the calf was fabricated by 
                                                        
170
 Moses’ intercession led to the renewal of God’s covenant with Israel (Exod. 34) and set up the 
Israelites to construct the Tabernacle (Exod. 35ff.). 
171
 For the use of two calves by King Jeroboam I, see 1 Kgs. 12:25-33. See also Neh. 9:18, where 
the image of a calf was being referred to as a god: “Even when they had cast an image of a calf for 
themselves and said, ‘This is your God who brought you up out of Egypt,’ and had committed great 
blasphemies.”  
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Aaron at Israel’s request (32:1), the Tabernacle was to be built according to God’s 
command by Bezalel, whom God appointed as overseer of the construction of the 
Tabernacle (Exod. 35:30-36:1).  
The text states that God had filled Bezalel “with the Spirit of God in wisdom, in 
understanding, in knowledge, and in all kinds of craftsmanship” (Exod. 31:3, NASV). J. 
Richard Middleton pays careful attention to how the terminology used here to describe 
the qualifications of Bezalel strikingly resemble the words used to depict God’s creation 
of the universe. “As overseer of tabernacle construction,” Middleton notes, “Bezalel is 
filled (Exod. 31:3) with ‘wisdom’ (µokmâ), ‘understanding’ (t®bûnâ), and ‘knowledge’ 
(da±at),172 precisely the same triad by which God is said to have created the world in 
Proverbs 3:19-20.”173 The same three words used in Exodus 31:3 also appear in Proverbs 
3:19-20, where the creation of the universe by God was declared: “The Lord by wisdom 
founded the earth; by understanding he established the heavens; by his knowledge the 
deeps broke open, and the clouds drop down the dew” (NRSV).174 Middleton makes a 
further link between the creation of the cosmos and the construction of the Tabernacle:  
To this is added that Bezalel is filled with ‘all crafts’ or ‘all works’ (kol-m®l¹°kâ),  
the very phrase used in Genesis 2:2-3 for ‘all the works’ that God completed in  
creation. Therefore, not only does the tabernacle replicate in microcosm the  
                                                        
172
 See the versions of JPS, KJV, NIV, NASV, NIV, NKJV, where these English meanings of 
“wisdom,” “understanding,” “knowledge” are rendered to this Hebrew triad. See also NRSV and RSV for 
slight variations of the meanings (“ability,” “intelligence,” “knowledge”).    
173
 J. Richard Middleton, The Liberating Image: The Imago Dei in Genesis 1 (Grand Rapids: 
Brazos, 2005), 87. The finding of this source is credited to Alexander, From Sacred Garden to Holy City, 
39-40. 
174
 The italicized are mine. See also JPS, KJV, NASV, NIV, NKJV, TNK, where this Hebrew triad is 
all rendered respectively as “wisdom,” “understanding,” and “knowledge.” 
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macrocosmic sanctuary of the entire created order, but these verbal resonances  
suggest that Bezalel’s discerning artistry in tabernacle-building images God’s  
own constructions of the cosmos.
175
 
 
Middleton’s observation also underscores the outcome of the image of God in humankind, 
where a Creator generously has invited humankind, his image-bearer, to participate 
actively in the process of creative work.
176
  
Notably, the completion of the construction of the Tabernacle was reminiscent of 
that of the creation of the cosmos. The construction of the Tabernacle took place within 
the pattern of the Sabbath rest, which God established at creation (cf., Gen. 2:2-3; Exod. 
31:12-17; 35:1-3).
177
 The preparations for the construction of the Tabernacle also began 
with the solemn reminder to restrict work on the Tabernacle on the Sabbath (35:1-3). 
Remarkably, the last two concluding chapters of Exodus (Exod. 39:1-40:33),
178
 which 
brought the Tabernacle account to an end, contain elements that significantly overlapped 
with the concluding section of the creation account in Genesis (cf., Gen. 1:31-2:3). For 
instance, the inspection carried out by Moses, his subsequent approval and blessing, and 
his consecration act strikingly resembled what was being done by the Lord God at the 
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 Middleton, The Liberating Image, 87.   
176
 See especially Chapter 7 entitled “Imaging God's Primal Generosity” in Middleton, The 
Liberating Image, 271-298, where Middleton uses close rhetorical observation to demonstrate that Genesis 
1 was a story of a good Creator who did not “over-determine the order of the cosmos” (286). Humankind 
was the chief beneficiary of this generous offer of co-creativity.  
177
 See Exod. 25-31 for the instructions of the Tabernacle construction (cf., the Sabbath command 
in 31:12-17 as the seventh climatic section) and Exod. 35-40 for the construction of the Tabernacle (cf., the 
Sabbath command in 35:1-3 as the introductory element). See esp. Blenkinsopp, “The Structure of P,” 281-
283; Weinfeld, “Sabbath, Temple and the Enthronement of the Lord,” 501-511.  
178
 See Peter J. Kearney, “Creation and Liturgy: The P Redaction of Ex 25-40,” in ZAW 89 (1977), 
375-387, who provides a comparison between the creation account and that of the Tabernacle construction.  
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end of the creation of the universe.
179
 These resemblances between the construction of the 
Tabernacle and the creation of the universe signify that the worship of Israel was 
anchored in the work of the Creator.  
 
4.5 Summary of Chapter 4  
The close relationship between the cosmos and temple was well attested both in 
the biblical text and in the ancient Near Eastern literature. As seen in the various texts 
from the Old Testament, the divine abode was not to be confined to an earthly temple. 
The cosmos (both/either the heavenly realm and/or the earthly realm) could be viewed as 
a temple or the location of God’s dwelling presence. The temple was often described as 
the place not only for divine residence, but also for divine rest. The connection between 
the cosmos and the temple could also be detected by the observation that the creation of 
the cosmos was parallel to the construction of the Tabernacle/Temple. This connection 
could also be perceived by the fact that the temple was designed with the imagery of the 
cosmos. Just as the biblical descriptions of the Tabernacle and the Temple contain the 
features that represent major parts of the cosmos, temples in the ancient Near Eastern 
world were believed to be symbols or representations of the cosmos, and the temple on 
earth was often considered a microcosm of a heavenly temple or of the cosmos. The 
biblical creation account in Genesis 1:1-2:3 in particular could also help to further 
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 See the parallels existing between Exodus 39-40 and Genesis 1-2 (the act of seeing all that has 
been done [39:43//1:31]; the pronouncement of the completion of the work [39:32//2:1]; the statement of 
Moses’/God’s finishing of the work [40:33//2:22]; the element of blessing by Moses/God [39:43//2:3]; the 
work of sanctification by Moses/God [40:9//2:3]). See also Weinfeld, “Sabbath, Temple and the 
Enthronement of the Lord,” 501, who recognizes these conceptual and linguistic parallels existing between 
the two.  
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uncover the connection between cosmic origins and temple. While the biblical accounts 
of the construction of both the Tabernacle of wilderness and the Temple of Solomon 
contain the ultimate function-giving act of inauguration ceremony, the repeated use of the 
number “seven” and the component of “rest” in the dedication ceremony of Solomon’s 
Temple were particularly reminiscent of the seven-day structure and the divine rest on the 
seventh day in the creation account.  
Various examples of places in the Pentateuch constitute the decentralized or 
localized model of sacred space. The Garden of Eden, first of all, could be viewed as a 
sacred space and more specifically, the primordial temple-garden for humankind. The 
striking parallels existed between the Garden of Eden and Israel’s later sanctuaries. The 
temple motif in the flood narrative was particularly associated with Noah who was 
portrayed as an ideal representative figure who exercised a priestly role on behalf of the 
rest of humankind. When Noah’s ark came to rest on Mount Ararat, Noah not only built 
an altar to the Lord, but he also offered burnt offerings to God as the pleasing odor for 
him, which was a clear reminder of the burnt offerings offered to God in the Tabernacle. 
Also, Noah apparently offered a sacrifice to God, distinguishing between clean and 
unclean animals. The biblical account of the Tower of Babel contributes to an 
understanding of the proper functions of sacred space, revisiting the theme of 
preservation of the divine-human boundary. The building project mentioned in this 
account probably referred to a temple complex featuring a ziggurat. This building project 
highlighted two important aspects of God’s principles: God’s initial creation project for 
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humankind to spread out and fill the earth and the original function of the tower which 
was built for the deity to come down to his people and receive their worship.  
The pattern that God occasionally descended from heaven to meet with selected 
individuals was found throughout almost all of the Patriarchal materials in Genesis (Gen. 
12-50). When such a sacred encounter took place, some sort of a cultic and an altar-
building activity was typically involved, marking the particular site or place as a 
sanctuary-like sacred location. The types of cultic activities undertaken by Abraham in 
these encounters, such as the building of altars and the offering of sacrifices, suggest that 
Abraham probably performed a priestly role or assumed a status equivalent to that of a 
priest. The association of Mount Moriah with both the site of Abraham’s aborted sacrifice 
of Isaac and the site of the later Temple of Solomon had particular significance, pointing 
to God’s long-intended plan to have his temple in the vicinity of Jerusalem. The sacred 
encounters with God, which involved an altar-building or pillar-making activity, were 
also associated with the patriarch Jacob at the particular location called Bethel. The altar 
built by Jacob in Bethel also foreshadowed Israel’s future shrines. Bethel became the site 
of the receptacle for the Ark of the Covenant of God, where the Israelites came to inquire 
of the Lord, during the time of the Judges, and in later time of the history of Israelite 
religion, it also became the site of one of the two royal sanctuaries of the Northern 
Kingdom of Israel. 
The episodes of Moses’ and Israel’s sacred encounters with God at Mount Sinai 
also exhibit important features of sacred space typically associated with sanctuary-like or 
temple imagery. Mount Sinai, first of all, functioned as a worship site of God. The 
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fulfillment of the divine promise was expressed in the confirmation that Israel was to 
worship God on Mount Sinai (Exod. 3:12). Sinai was called “the mountain of God” 
(Exod. 3:1; 18:5; 24:13), a name associated with Israel’s Temple on Mount Zion. The 
elements of altar-building, setting up of a sacred pillar, and offering of sacrifice in the 
Sinai episodes that were typical features of ancient Israelite sanctuaries certainly 
constituted a temple atmosphere. Besides, Mount Sinai became a significant site of 
theophany or divine appearance, functioning as the location of God’s revelations to his 
people, the major functions associated with Israel’s later Tabernacle or the Temple. 
Mount Sinai also comprised the three zones of graded holiness (esp., Exod. 19:20-25), a 
significant feature which was also found in both the Tabernacle and the Temple in 
Jerusalem.  
A dynamic centralized model of biblical sacred space is found in two forms in the 
Pentateuch, an elaborate form of the Tabernacle set in the middle of Israel’s encampment 
and a simpler form of the “Tent of Meeting” or “Tent of Witness” set outside the camp. 
Several texts from the Pentateuch, such as Exod. 33:7-11, Num. 11:16-17, 24-26; 12:1-8, 
and Deut.31:14-15, depicted this Tent of Meeting as a simple tent that stood outside the 
camp rather than at its center. This portable tent seemed to be intended primarily for 
Moses. With no priest or ritual associated with it, the tent did not seem to function as a 
location for sacrifice or to house the Ark of the Covenant. Rather, the principal function 
of this Tent was to serve as a place where God spoke to Moses in an intimate and 
personal relationship.  
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On the other hand, the Tabernacle performed various major functions, such as 
being a place for divine revelation, providing a place for sacrifices, and serving as a 
divine residence or dwelling presence on earth. Its designation as “tabernacle” or 
“dwelling” signaled its function as a divine home, the dwelling place of God. The 
extensive use of gold in the furniture, framework and entrances of the Tabernacle, as well 
as the regular rites performed inside the Tabernacle, were closely associated with God’s 
presence. The Tabernacle also had three carefully delineated zones of descending 
holiness, as seen in the instructions in Exodus 25-31 that moved from the most holy place 
through the holy place to the surrounding court.  
The movability of the camp signified that this dynamic model of sacred space was 
contingent on the movement of the people on a journey rather than one location. The 
sanctity of this model of sacred space came from the organization of space, people, time, 
and activities, rather than the location itself. The journey of Israel in the wilderness 
essentially became a form of pilgrimage, whose entire journey was characterized by 
God’s presence in its midst through the Tabernacle.   
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Biblical Concepts of Sacred Space in the Hebrew Bible II 
 
CHAPTER FIVE 
UNDERSTANDING SACRED SPACE IN THE FORMER PROPHETS  
AND IN THE BOOKS OF CHRONICLES  
 
 
5.1 Introduction 
 
The Israelite tent-sanctuary, known as the “Tabernacle” ( i k n [!kvm], Exod. 
25:9), the “Tent of Meeting” (°œhel mœ±¢d [d[wm lha], Exod. 28:43), or the “Tent of 
Testimony/Covenant” (°œhel h¹±¢dut [td[h lha], Num. 17:7), exemplified the Israelite 
model of dynamic centralized sacred space. With this portable shrine, God, who once 
appeared to Moses and to the Israelites at Mount Sinai, is said to have left there, traveled 
together with the Israelites, and dwelt among them during the journey from Mount Sinai 
to the Promised Land. The history of this portable dwelling place of God, which ranges 
from the time of the Exodus from Egypt throughout the conquest of the Promised Land, 
is best articulated in God’s word to David in 2 Samuel 7:6, saying: “I have not lived in a 
house since the day I brought up the people of Israel from Egypt to this day, but I have 
been moving about in a tent and a tabernacle” (NRSV). In due course, however, the 
portable dwelling place of God in the tent-sanctuary was replaced by a new temple 
building constructed in Jerusalem during the reign of Solomon, signaling the 
transformation from a dynamic centralized model of sacred space to a static, permanent 
centralized one.  
Chapter 5, the second section of Part II, continues to discuss both the centralized 
and decentralized models of biblical sacred space, particularly those recounted in the 
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Former Prophets and the books of Chronicles. Compared to Chapter 4, where the 
discussion of the centralized model of biblical sacred space concerns only that of a 
dynamic model, the Tabernacle, the current chapter deals with both the dynamic and the 
static centralized models, represented by the Tabernacle and the Temple of Solomon 
respectively. Particular attention will be drawn to the choice of Jerusalem as a political 
and religious capital for Israel’s monarchy, as well as the divinely chosen locus of the 
Temple of Jerusalem, which housed the Ark of the Covenant. The wider implications of 
Jerusalem as geography and space will also be explored, along with its significance, 
meanings, and functions as the location of the Temple of Solomon.    
The account of the Tabernacle after Israel’s entry into the Promised Land emerges 
in two versions: the Deuteronomistic History (Joshua through Kings) and the books of 
Chronicles. Likewise, the major source for our knowledge of the Temple of Solomon is 
also found in these two versions of the Hebrew Bible. In the examination of both 
centralized models, the Tabernacle and the Temple, this chapter will compare and 
contrast the descriptions of these models found in the Chronicles and those in the 
Deuteronomistic History. Many scattered references to the sanctuaries or open cultic sites 
came into view at various locations in the land of Israel, such as Gilgal, Shiloh, Shechem, 
Mount Carmel, Mount Gerizim, Mount Ebal, Beer-sheba, Mizpah, Gibeon, Ophrah, Dan, 
and Bethel. However, several examples of decentralized models of sacred space will be 
treated in a more extensive manner. Particular attention will be given to an exploration of 
the significance of Shechem as sacred space in Israelite history and that of Dan and 
Bethel, not only as the official sanctuaries of the Northern Kingdom of Israel, but also as 
  
210 
the rival sanctuaries to the Jerusalem Temple. The discussion of decentralized models of 
sacred space in this chapter revolves around the idea of the exclusivity of Jerusalem as 
the divinely sanctioned place of sacrifice as well as the chosen dwelling place of God. 
This chapter also examines the contesting nature of “high places” and other sanctuaries as 
models of decentralized sacred space, as well as their associated cultic objects, which 
became the main targets to be abolished in the reforms of Hezekiah and Josiah.   
 
5.2 The Tabernacle as the Dynamic Centralized Model of Sacred Space 
The history of Israel’s tent-sanctuary, as recounted in the biblical text, ranges 
from the time of the Exodus from Egypt through the conquering of the land of Canaan, 
covering approximately six to seven centuries. The significance of the Tabernacle of the 
Exodus traditions as the Israelite model of dynamic centralized sacred space was clearly 
expressed in some of the major functions performed by the Tabernacle. As the shrine that 
housed the Ark of the Covenant, the symbol of God’s presence,1 the Tabernacle 
functioned as the dwelling place of God on earth, where God’s presence among the 
people would be ensured. As the locus of important ritual furnishings, such as an incense 
altar, a table of the holy bread, and a seven-branched lampstand, which required regular 
ritual attention, it also functioned as the central religious and cultic center, where all 
cultic activities and offering sacrifices would be regularly performed. With the 
recognition of the Tabernacle as the only legitimate sanctuary in Israel’s life, the 
                                                        
1
 The Ark of the Covenant (cf., Exod. 25:10-22; 37:1-9) was also known to contain the three 
important items: 1) Aaron’s staff that miraculously sprouted (Num. 17:8-11), 2) a jar of manna (Exod. 
16:33-34), and 3) a scroll written by Moses (Exod. 24:12; 25:16, 22).   
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execution of all sacrifices and other related cultic practices was required by the law to 
take place only at its entrance, the forecourt area in front of the Tabernacle.
2
 Aside from 
being the central place of worship, the Tabernacle also functioned as the location of 
divine revelation, where God would speak to his people through Moses, their cultic 
representative. The Tabernacle had continuing effects and implications even after Israel’s 
arrival in the Promised Land and the conquest under Joshua. The account of the 
Tabernacle after Israel’s entry into the Promised Land emerges in two versions: the 
Deuteronomistic History and the books of Chronicles. While these versions mirror each 
other at times, they also reflect different theological and ideological interests arising in 
different periods of time.  
 
5.2.1 The Tabernacle in the Deuteronomistic History  
The first account of the Tabernacle after Israel’s entry into the Promised Land 
appears in the book of Joshua (Josh. 18:1-19:51), where the story of the allotment of the 
land to the remaining tribes was recounted. Shiloh in the book of Joshua was described as 
“the first permanent home for the ark after the conquest of Canaan”3 and as functioning 
“as a pan-Israelite sanctuary, repeatedly housing pan-Israelite gatherings.”4 After 
                                                        
2
 See Lev. 1:3, 5; 3:2, 8, 13; 4:5-7, 14-18; 17:1-16; cf., Exod. 29:9-19.   
3
 Baruch Halpern, “Shiloh,” in ABD, vol. 5, 1214. For a general discussion of the significance of 
Shiloh as a cultic site, as well as the Shiloan priesthood, see Halpern, “Shiloh,” 1213-15; Serge Frolov, 
“Shiloh, Shilonite,” in NIDB, vol. 5, 232-234. See also Otto Eissfeldt, “Silo und Jerusalem,” in VTSup 4 
(1957):138-47.   
4
 Frolov, “Shiloh, Shilonite,” 233. Frolov argues that “Shiloh’s status as a sanctuary site” was 
confirmed by the presence of the priests at Shiloh: Eleazar (Josh. 19:51) and his son, Phinehas (Josh. 22:13).  
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conquering much of the Promised Land, the entire congregation of the Israelites 
assembled at Shiloh to complete the division of the land among the tribes. The allotment 
of the land took place at the door of the Tent of Meeting which had been set up at Shiloh 
(Josh. 18:1; 19:51). When the issue of the legitimate place of worship arose with the 
debate over the altar built by the Transjordanians, the entire assembly of the Israelites 
also gathered at Shiloh (Josh. 22:1-34).  
The episode about the debate over the altar built by the Transjordanians concludes 
with their vow not to sacrifice at an altar “other than the altar of the LORD our God that 
stands before his tabernacle” (22:29, NRSV), suggesting that the Shiloh shrine, which 
housed the Ark of the Covenant, was the only permissible place for sacrifice. When the 
Transjordanian tribes (i.e., the Reubenites, the Gadites, and the half-tribe of Manasseh) 
returned to their allotments on the east bank (vv. 1-9), they erected their own altar of 
great size on the east of the Jordan (v. 10). Since the Tabernacle at Shiloh was recognized 
as the only permissible place of sacrifice by the other Israelite tribes, the entire assembly 
of the Israelites gathered at Shiloh in order to prepare to make war against the 
Transjordanian tribes (Josh. 22:12). The assembly sent a delegation which consisted of 
the ten tribal leaders and the priest Phinehas son of Eleazar to the Transjordanian tribes, 
indicting them with apostasy, as well as urging them to “cross over into the land of the 
LORD’s own holding” (“where the Tabernacle of the LORD abides” in Josh. 22:19, 
TNK), rather than building their own altar at another location. The altar of the 
Transjordanian tribes was authorized to remain only as a “witness” of Yahweh (22:26-28, 
34), since they claimed that their altar was not a real sacrificial altar, but merely a 
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memorial reminder that they too performed the service of the Lord: “a witness between 
us [i.e., the Transjordanians] and you [i.e., the Cisjordanians] and between the 
generations after us” (22:27, NRSV).5  
Although the references to the Tabernacle or the Tent of Meeting all but vanished 
in subsequent narratives of the Deuteronomistic History, the Shiloh sanctuary continued 
to retain the status of being the central place of Israelite worship. The book of Judges 
designates the shrine that was at Shiloh as the “house of God” (   -h ʾ lōh   [~yhlah-
tyb], Judg. 18:31). Here, this sanctuary was not being referred to as either the Tent of 
Meeting or the Tabernacle. In the first book of Samuel, the shrine at Shiloh continued to 
be called a “house,” referred to as “the house of the Lord” (    yhwh [hwhy tyb], 1 Sam. 
1:7, 24) and even as a “temple,” known as “the temple of the Lord” (h k l yhwh [hwhy 
lkyh], 1 Sam. 1:9; 3:3). The Shiloh sanctuary was also described as the locus of ancient 
Israelite pilgrimage. The priest Elkanah’s annual pilgrimage to worship and sacrifice in 
Shiloh is mentioned in 1 Sam. 1:3-21. Elkanah’s annual pilgrimage to Shiloh in this 
narrative reveals several things to be noted about ancient Israelite pilgrimage. First, the 
pilgrimage to Shiloh was described as the one which was performed on a yearly basis (v. 
3).
6
 Secondly, this annual pilgrimage was made for the purpose of sacrifice and worship 
                                                        
5
 For cases of using the stone or stone hip as a witness, see Gen. 31:43-54, where the stone hip was 
was used as a boundary covenant and a witness between Jacob and Laban and also Josh. 24:26-27 (as a 
case of using the stone as a witness). 
 
6
 According to biblical texts, all Israelite males were obliged to make the pilgrimage three times 
per year (Exod. 23:14-17). See Exod. 23, where three annual pilgrimage festivals are listed: 1) the Passover, 
2) the Festival of Harvest, later called Shavuot, also called the Festival of Weeks or Pentecost, and 3) the 
Festival of Ingathering, later called Sukkot, also called the Festival of Booths. 
  
214 
(vv. 3-5). Thirdly, the entire family participated in this pilgrimage, although whether 
women were obliged to make the pilgrimage is uncertain.   
No particular attention was drawn to the course of pilgrimage to Shiloh or the 
paths one would take to reach Shiloh. The narrative begins right with the shrine at Shiloh, 
the final destination of this pilgrimage: “Every year this man used to go up from his town 
to worship and to sacrifice to Yahweh Sabaoth [    ʾ  , twabc; “hosts”] at Shiloh (1 Sam. 
1:3a, NJB). The envisioning of the function of Shiloh as a site of religious gatherings like 
pilgrimages, as well as that of the impact on those who make this pilgrimage, can be 
enhanced by a construction of space from a critical spatial perspective. The postmodern 
human geographer Edward Soja proposes a tripartite understanding of space: Firstspace 
(the physical space), Secondspace (“imagined” space, or the space perceived, understood, 
and intended by people), and Thirdspace (“experienced” space, or the ways that people 
actually live in and use space).
7
 Soja’s Firstspace comprises “the concrete materiality of 
special forms, on things that can be empirically mapped” in the physical world.8 
Secondspace is “imagined space” produced by language, metaphor, and ideology, 
particularly shaped by the dominant discourse in a given cultural context. Soja envisions 
Thirdspace as emerging from the perspective of the peripheries, the margins and the 
marginalized, as “the chosen spaces for struggle, liberation, emancipation.”9 Soja’s re-
                                                        
7
 See Edward W. Soja, Posmodern Geographies: The Reassertion of Space in Critical Social 
Theory (London: Verso, 1989); Thirdspace: Journeys to Los Angeles and Other Read-and Imagined Places 
(Cambridge: Blackwell, 1996).  
8
 Soja, Third Space, 10.  
9
 Ibid., 68.  
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conceptualization of dominant and marginal spaces in Thirdspace is fully conversant with 
the feminist effort to deconstruct a male-dominated discourse, aiming at liberation of the 
so-called “others.”10 
Perhaps, pilgrimage destinations can represent all three spaces constructed by the 
experiences of the non-residents who pass through the space, going beyond the mere 
physical and imagined. Often, the implications for the function of particular sites as 
pilgrimage destinations can be constructed by the experiences of the pilgrims who 
traverse through the paths of the journey or visit the site with their intended purpose of 
making such a trip. For Hannah, this pilgrimage trip to Shiloh became an occasion for her 
to have her long-yearning prayers answered as well as to make a vow to dedicate Samuel, 
her son, to the Lord.   
The mention of “the tent of meeting” reappears in 1 Samuel 2, which recounts 
how the two sons of the priest Eli “lay with the women who served at the entrance to the 
tent of meeting” (1 Sam. 2:22b). Despite the rare occurrence of the references to the 
Tabernacle or the Tent of Meeting, as Friedman points out, the Tabernacle and Shiloh 
“retain the status of being Israel’s religious center through the age of Eli and Samuel.”11 
                                                        
10
 See Soja, Thirdspace, 83-125, where Soja elaborates his notion of Thirdspace in dialogue with 
scholars such as Gloria Anzaldua, Gillian Rose, and Diana Fuss. For feminist spatiality, see Daphne Spain, 
Gendered Space (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1992); Doreen Massey, Space, Place, 
and Gender (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1994); Linda McDowell, Gender, Identity, and 
Place: Understanding Feminist Geographies (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1999); Marna 
Domosh and Joni Seager, Putting Women in Place: Feminist Geographers Make Sense of the World (New 
York: Cuilford, 2001); Pamela Moss, ed., Feminist Geography in Practice: Research and Methods (Oxford: 
Blackwell, 2002); and Lynn A. Staeheli, Eleonore Kofman, and Linda J. Peake, eds., Mapping Women, 
Making Politics: Feminist Perspectives on Political Geography (New York: Routledge, 2004). 
11
 Friedman, “Tabernacle,” 293.  
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In subsequent narratives about the defeat of the Israelites and the capture of the Ark by 
the Philistines, and the return of the Ark to the Israelites (1 Sam. 4-6), the Ark was 
separated from the Shiloh shrine. Even in the course of the return of the Ark from the 
Philistines (1 Sam. 6:1-7:1), the Ark of the Lord was brought to the house of Abinadab on 
the hill, which was at Kiriath-jearim (1 Sam. 7:1-2; cf., 2 Sam. 6:3-4; 1 Chr. 13:5-7), 
while the Israelite tent-sanctuary remained at Shiloh. Following the destruction of Shiloh, 
the Tabernacle’s history is somewhat ambiguous.12 Apparently, the significance of Shiloh 
Shiloh as a sacred site and the locus for pilgrimage was to be emphasized by the presence 
of the Ark of the Covenant there (cf., 1 Sam. 3:3). 
Nevertheless, the tent tradition reappeared in the second book of Samuel, when 
David, after his defeat of the Philistines (2 Sam. 5:17-25), brought up the Ark of the 
Covenant from Baale-judah
13
 into Jerusalem, the city of David (2 Sam. 6:1-23). Prior to 
David’s transfter of the Ark into Jerusalem, his own city, David took the Ark to the house 
of Obed-edom the Gittite, where the Ark of the Lord remained for three months (2 Sam. 
6:10-12). After three months, David finally brought up the Ark into the city of David, 
placed it inside the tent which he pitched for it, and officiated there as a priest, 
performing the sacrifice, including both the burnt offerings and the offerings of well-
being (2 Sam. 6:17-18). This tent of David, which housed the Ark of the Covenant, 
seemed to be a new tent made for that occasion. Perhaps, the preservation of this tent 
                                                        
12
 The destruction of Shiloh is not reported in the books of the Deuteronomistic History. However, 
the Temple sermon in the book of Jeremiah (Jer. 7:1-15; cf., Jer. 26:1-24) mentions the destruction of 
Shiloh (esp., Jer. 7:12-14; 26:6, 9). See also Psalm 78:60-72, where the destruction of the sanctuary at 
Shiloh is mentioned.   
13
 Baale-judah was another name for Kiriath-jearim (cf., Josh. 15:9; 1 Sam. 7:1).   
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tradition might have helped David “to secure public acceptance of Jerusalem as a center 
for worship as well as political administration.”14 
Scholars attempt to reconstruct the history of the tent tradition. A key component 
of Wellhausen’s historical reconstruction of ancient Israel was the view that the 
Tabernacle never really existed and that it was a pure fiction created by the priestly 
writers of the Pentateuch in order to support the Second Temple.
15
 A view such as 
Wellhausen’s that denied the historicity of the Tabernacle has been challenged and 
modified by scholars. Harold W. Turner, for instance, suggests the following 
reconstruction of the Tabernacle’s history: 
[I]n the Mosaic period there was a tent as a portable shrine, at times inside and at 
times outside the camp; the later sanctuary at Shiloh represented a more 
permanent replacement of this, or perhaps even housed what remained of it or of 
its cult objects, especially the ark, and that after the destruction of Shiloh these 
had separate adventures until gathered into a new or second tabernacle set up by 
David in Jerusalem (II Samuel 6:17).
16
 
 
According to Turner, the accounts of the Tabernacle in the Pentateuchal sources (esp. 
Exod. 20-31, 35-40) are to be understood as “a somewhat idealized version of a sanctuary 
that did exist towards the time of Solomon’s temple.”17  
                                                        
14
 Koester, The Dwelling of God, 12. See also Cross, “Tabernacle,” in BA 10 (1947), 56-57; 
McCarter, II Samuel. AB 9 (Garden City: Doubleday, 1984), 172.  
15
 Julius Wellhausen, Prolegomena to the History of Israel (New York: Meridian Books, 1957 
[Published in Edinburgh: A. & C. Black, 1885]); Israelitische und jüdische Geschichte (Berlin: DeGruyter, 
1958 [Published in Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1895]).  
16
 Turner, From Temple to Meeting House, 88.  
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 Ibid., 89.  
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Other scholars propose a different reconstruction of the Tabernacle’s history. 
Frank M. Cross argues that the Tabernacle as recounted in the Pentateuchal sources 
referred to the tent erected by King David and that it was the priestly work to name it as 
the Tabernacle of Moses.
18
 Menahem Haran asserts that the Tabernacle of wilderness 
referred to the Tabernacle at Shiloh. According to Haran, the priestly writers believed 
that the Tabernacle which was erected at Sinai “was transported through the wilderness, 
brought to the conquered land of Canaan, and, after apparently making a short stay at 
Gilgal on Jordan (Josh. 4:19; 5:10), it was immediately set down at Shiloh.”19 The 
elaborate details of the fabrics, wood and precious metals of the Tabernacle, Haran 
argues, were to be viewed as later priestly embellishments in their own picturing of the 
ancient tent structure. However, as Friedman convincingly points out, there would be “no 
need or justification for going into these details of fabrics, rings, rods, poles, embroidery, 
and silver bases in a work of pure fiction.”20 These elaborate details of the description of 
the Tabernacle cannot simply be dismissed as a work of pure fiction, and “there is reason 
to believe that the Tabernacle was historical.”21   
The mention of both a “tent” (°œhel, lha) and a “tabernacle” ( i k n, !kvm) is 
found in 2 Samuel 7, a key passage in the Deuteronomistic History, which combines the 
                                                        
18
 See Frank M. Cross, “The Priestly Tabernacle,” in BAR 1, 201-28.   
19
 Haran, Temples and Temple-Service in Ancient Israel, 198. See also Menahem Haran, “The 
Priestly Image of the Tabernacle,” in HUCA 36: 191-226. 
20
 Friedman, “Tabernacle,” 294.  
21
 Ibid., 295.  
  
219 
themes of Jerusalem as the divinely chosen location of worship and the Davidic line as 
the chosen dynasty in Judah (v. 6). David proposed to build a temple, a “house” for the 
Ark of God to the prophet Nathan who gave him an initial approval, since he was living 
in a house of cedar, whereas the Ark of God stayed in a tent (2 Sam. 7:1-3). The word of 
the Lord came to the prophet in this regard:  
5 Go and tell my servant David: Thus says the LORD: Are you the one to build  
me a house to live in? 6 I have not lived in a house since the day I brought up the  
people of Israel from Egypt to this day, but I have been moving about in a tent  
and a tabernacle. 7 Wherever I have moved about among all the people of Israel,  
did I ever speak a word with any of the tribal leaders of Israel, whom I  
commanded to shepherd my people Israel, saying, “Why have you not built me a  
house of cedar?” (2 Sam. 7:5-7, NRSV) 
 
The claim in these verses seems to indicate that God chose to dwell in a movable tent, 
rather than in a stationary house or temple. God seemed to desire a tent rather than a 
temple to be built for him. The proposal to build a temple for God would have been 
perceived as an abrupt act to ignore a divine prerogative of his dwelling place for God 
himself.
22
 However, as seen later in verse 13, God promised that David’s son, Solomon, 
would build a temple for God’s name (2 Sam. 7:13a). While God’s choice of the temple 
builder was not David, but his son, Solomon, the divine sanction was given to the idea of 
the construction of the temple for God.
23
 
                                                        
22
 See Koester, The Dwelling of God, 14. “From a socio-political perspective,” Koester argues, 
“the temple threatened to become a royal shrine, which would undergird a view of kingship with its roots in 
Canaanite rather than in Israelite practice” (14).   
23
 See the statement that “the LORD had given him rest from all his enemies around him” in 2 
Sam. 7:1. Interestingly, this statement is inconsistent with the accounts of David’s wars in 2 Sam. 8-20 and 
with 1 Kgs 5:3-4, which say that rest came only to Solomon.  
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 The books of Samuel and Kings are silent about the location of the Tabernacle at 
this point. After the death of King David, a report is given that Joab fled to the “tent of 
the Lord” and was struck down at the sacred altar there (1 Kgs. 2:28-34). It is not clear 
whether this tent meant the Mosaic Tabernacle or the tent of David. Interestingly, the tent 
tradition reappears even after the completion of the Temple under the king Solomon. In 
the first book of Kings, where the occasion of bringing the Ark of the Covenant into the 
Temple was recounted (1 Kgs. 8:1-21), the priests are said to have “brought up the ark of 
the LORD, the tent of meeting, and all the holy vessels that were in the tent” (1 Kgs. 8:4). 
As observed earlier, the Ark had been deposited in a tent-sanctuary prepared by King 
David somewhere in the old city of David (2 Sam. 6:16-17; 7:2; cf., “Gibeon” in 1 Kgs. 
3:4-5). It is not clear whether the “tent of meeting” mentioned here was David’s tent for 
the Ark or the Mosaic Tabernacle. “Nevertheless, by calling it ‘the tent of meeting,’” as 
Koester argues, “the text indicates that the Solomonic temple incorporated the Mosaic 
heritage.”24 The presence of the cloud and the glory of the Lord, which once filled the 
Tabernacle of wilderness, also filled the Temple (1 Kgs. 8:10-11), giving it the divine 
sanction for becoming the legitimate successor to Israel’s tent sanctuaries, particularly the 
Tabernacle of wilderness (cf., Exod. 33:9; 40:34-35). In the Deuteronomistic History, the 
mention of the tent-sanctuaries, either the Tabernacle or the Tent of Meeting is never 
mentioned again after this.   
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 Koester, The Dwelling of God, 13.  
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5.2.2 The Tabernacle in the Books of Chronicles  
 Moses’ authority as the servant of Yahweh, as recounted in the Pentateuch, is 
confirmed by the heavenly mandate given to Moses to take the lead in bringing the 
enslaved Israelites out of Egypt. The elevation of Moses’ authority as the great cult 
founder of ancient Israelite religion reached its climax in the construction of the 
Tabernacle (Exod. 25-31; 35-40) and in the legislation of the Israelite cult, as recorded in 
the books of Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy.
25
 The authors of 1 and 2 Chronicles, 
collectively known as the Chronicler, strongly promoted David as another cult founder 
alongside Moses whose authority was already firmly established in the history of the 
Pentateuch.
26
 David was mentioned more frequently than Moses in the books of 
Chronicles.
27
 However, the appeal to the authority of Moses in cultic matters was evident 
evident particularly in the so-called Authorization Formula, “which bases cultic practice 
on the authority of Moses and his law”28 (i.e., “Moses the man of God” in 1 Chr. 23:14; 
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 The frequent occurrence of the introductory formula “And Yahweh said to Moses” throughout 
the Pentateuch clearly attests to the authority of Moses as the sole mediator between God and the Israelites. 
The cultic legislation was particularly governed by the “Holiness Code” or the “Holiness Collection” (Lev. 
17-26), which consists of the following subdivisions: 1) sacrificial law, 2) moral and ethical laws, 3) 
priestly and sacrificial rules, 4) holy occasions, and 5) blessings and curses. 
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 Koester, The Dwelling of God, 15.  
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 See 1 Chr. 5:29 [Eng., 6:3]; 6:34 [Eng., 6:49]; 15:15; 21:29; 23:13-15; 2 Chr. 1:3; 8:13; 23:18; 
24:6, 9; 25:4; 30:16; 35:12. See also Ezra 3:2; 6:18; 7:8; Neh. 1:7-8; 8:1, 14; 9:14; 10:30 [Eng., 10:29]; 
13:1.  
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 Simon J. De Vries, “Moses and David as Cult Founders in Chronicles,” in JBL 107:4 (1988), 
620. In this article, De Vries examines the two types of formulas, so-called the Authorization Formula and 
the Regulation Formula, and provides a close study of how these two formulas are employed in the 
narratives of the Deuteronomistic History and of the Chronicler, seeking to propose a solution to the 
problem of the interrelationship between Moses and David and the dominance of David in the book of 
Chronicles. “It is striking,” De Vries observes, “that the Authorization Formula regularly refers to cultic 
matters” (624).   
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“Moses, the servant of God/the LORD” in 1 Chr. 6:34 [Eng., 6:49]; 2 Chr. 24:6, 9; 
“according to the law of Moses the man of God” in 2 Chr. 30:16). As Koester asserts, the 
book of Chronicles as “a postexilic rewriting of Israel’s history stresses the continuity 
between the Mosaic tabernacle and the Jerusalem temple cult.”29   
According to the books of Chronicles, the Tabernacle somehow came to be 
located at the high place that was at Gibeon (1 Chr. 16:39-43; 2 Chr. 1:3-6), whereas the 
Ark was housed in Jerusalem. As in 2 Samuel 6, the accounts in 1 Chronicles 15 and 16 
narrate how David brought the Ark of the Covenant from Kiriath-jearim to Jerusalem, the 
city of David (1 Chr. 15:29), and placed it inside the tent that David prepared for it (1 Chr. 
15:1; 16:1). These chapters in 1 Chronicles, however, detail what personnel and actions 
David deemed necessary to properly install the Ark in a tent in Jerusalem. David 
prepared a place specifically for the Ark of God by pitching a tent for it (15:1, 3). He then 
commanded that no one but the Levites carry the Ark (15:2). David insisted on the 
intimate involvement of the priests and Levites in order to ensure the proper handling of 
the Ark, and to rectify the deficiency caused by the neglect of the Ark and the subsequent 
divine outbreak in the days of Saul (1 Chr. 15:11-14; cf., 1 Chr. 13:3, 9-11). More 
specifically, the Chronicler asserts that the Mosaic Law should be followed in regard to 
the manner in which the Levites handled the transfer of the Ark: “the Levites carried the 
ark of God on their shoulders with the poles, as Moses had commanded according to the 
word of the LORD” (1 Chr. 15:15, NRSV). The Authorization Formula used here appeals 
to the rules of Numbers 7:9 and Deuteronomy 10:8 in the Mosaic Law, emphasizing what 
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should be obligatory in the matter of the proper care of the Ark.
30
 The transfer of the Ark 
required cautious transport by hand, which was shoulder transport, not by a cart (i.e., 
Num. 7:9), and the Levites were the ones who were responsible for carrying the Ark (i.e., 
Deut. 10:8).     
The narratives about the transfer of the Ark in the book of Chronicles differ from 
those in 2 Samuel 6 in several respects. The Chronicler emphasizes that David 
established the guilds of Levitical temple singers and gatekeepers for the Ark (1 Chr. 
15:16-24; 16:5-6). The establishment of the Levitical temple musicians and gatekeepers 
for the Ark was part of the process for the transfer of the Ark of God, a component that 
was not found in 2 Samuel 6. Musical instruments in particular also figured prominently 
in the books of Chronicles.
31
 The Chronicler’s portrayal of David was that of someone 
who did much work and initiated the temple-building project for his son, Solomon. The 
narrative in 1 Chronicles 15:25-28, which parallels 2 Samuel 6:12-15, highlighted the 
wide-ranging collaboration for David in his efforts to realize the transfer of the Ark. The 
involvement of the elders of Israel and the commanders of the thousands in the transfer of 
the Ark (1 Chr. 15:25) was not mentioned in Samuel either. The mention of the fine 
clothing worn by the Levites in Chronicles (1 Chr. 15:27) also contrasts markedly with 
the description in 2 Samuel, which mentioned only the apparel worn by David.  
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 For more on the study of the examples for the Authorization Formula, see De Vries, “Moses and 
and David as Cult Founders in Chronicles,” 619-626. “One should not suppose,” De Vries asserts, “that this 
formula authorizes certain practices in the sense of merely permitting them. On the contrary, the 
authorization is meant as an injunction to matters that are absolutely obligatory” (625).  
31
 See 1 Chr. 16:42; 2 Chr. 5:13; 7:6; 23:13; 29:24, 26-27; 34:12.  
  
224 
 The division of the location between the Ark in Jerusalem and the Tabernacle in 
Gibeon is reported in the books of Chronicles. King David provided the staffing for both 
the Ark in Jerusalem and the Tabernacle at Gibeon (1 Chr. 16:37-43). When David 
successfully brought the Ark of God to Jerusalem, he housed it in a tent that he prepared 
for it, and then designated some of the Levites and priests to officiate there (16:4-37). 
After staffing the Ark of the Lord in Jerusalem, however, David also proceeded to staff 
the Tabernacle at Gibeon, sending Zadok the chief priest and his attendants to perform 
the nation’s sacrifices at the Tabernacle there (16:39-40): The Tabernacle of the Lord was 
in the high place at Gibeon,
32
 and the Chronicler did not seem to consider the Tabernacle 
at Gibeon to be inherently illegitimate. The sacrifices the chief priest Zadok and his 
retinue performed there are said to have accorded with “all that is written in the law of 
the LORD” (1 Chr. 16:40, NRSV). Besides, similar to the newly dedicated ministry of 
praise associated with the Ark of the Covenant of the Lord in Jerusalem, the Gibeon 
precinct was also staffed with its own singers and musicians who were installed to praise 
God (1 Chr. 16:42). Like the guild of singers represented by Asaph, who were assigned to 
minister before the Ark of the Lord in Jerusalem (1 Chr. 16:37), the two guilds of singers 
represented by Heman and Jeduthun were appointed to serve before the Tabernacle at 
Gibeon (1 Chr. 16:41-42).   
The Chronicler’s account of David’s sacrifices at the threshing floor of Ornan in 
Jerusalem, however, reveals important information about the transformation of the 
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 For a survey of the discussion of the historicity of the Tabernacle at Gibeon, see Hugh G. M. 
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legitimate place of worship in ancient Israelite religion, offering explanations for why the 
Temple would be built on its current location (1 Chr. 21:16-22:1). This account first gives 
authorization to the Tabernacle of the Lord at Gibeon as the legitimate place of worship, 
reporting that this Tabernacle was the one that Moses made in the wilderness, and that the 
altar of burnt offering made by Bezalel also stood in the high place at Gibeon (1 Chr. 
21:29; cf., Exod. 31:1-6). However, it also reports that David performed the sacrifice at 
the threshing floor of Ornan rather than at the Tabernacle at Gibeon (21:28-30). Notably, 
when David sacrificed at Ornan’s threshing floor in Jerusalem, fire descended from 
heaven as it occurred at the Tabernacle in the wilderness, indicating the presence of 
divine approval of this location as a legitimate place of sacrifice. The reference to divine 
confirmation of David’s sacrifices by fire, which finds its precedents in the burnt 
offerings at the Tabernacle of wilderness (Lev. 9:24), as well as in the offerings of Elijah 
at Mount Carmel (1 Kgs. 18:36-39), suggests the establishment of David’s altar at the 
threshing floor of Ornan in Jerusalem as a lasting fixture in ancient Israelite worship. 
David declared this sacrificial site to be the permanent residence of the future Temple of 
Jerusalem (1 Chr. 22:1; 2 Chr. 3:1).   
The Chronicler’s story informs that the division of the location between Jerusalem 
for the Ark and Gibeon for the Tabernacle was still the case at the beginning of King 
Solomon’s reign. When Solomon began to reign, he went to the high place that was at 
Gibeon, where the Tabernacle was located: “God’s tent of meeting which Moses the 
servant of the LORD had made in the wilderness” (2 Chr. 1:3, NRSV). At this time, 
Solomon and the whole assembly of Israel (“all Israel, the commanders of the thousands 
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and of the hundreds, the judges, and all the leaders of all Israel, the heads of families” in 
v. 2) went to sacrifice at the Tabernacle at Gibeon (2 Chr. 1:3-6), while the Ark of the 
Covenant of the Lord was in David’s tent in Jerusalem. In this passage in Chronicles, the 
story of Solomon’s private pilgrimage to the high place at Gibeon (1 Kgs. 3:3-15) was 
transformed into a national pilgrimage in which the whole assembly of Israel participates 
(2 Chr. 1:3-6). Aside from the mention of the Tent of Meeting made by Moses in the 
wilderness (2 Chr. 1:3), the emphasis on Bezalel who made the bronze altar, which stood 
in front of the Tabernacle of the Lord (2 Chr. 1:5) stresses the continuity between the 
Mosaic tradition and the Israelites’ later worship.33 Solomon went up to the bronze altar 
before the Lord, which was at the Tent of Meeting, and offered a thousand burnt 
offerings on it (2 Chr. 1:6, 13), where he acquired from the Lord the wisdom and 
knowledge necessary to rule over God’s people (2 Chr. 1:10-12). 
The dedication ceremony of the Temple of Solomon to God further confirms the 
continuity between Mosaic tradition and the Israelite temple worship. When the temple 
was completed, King Solomon dedicated the Jerusalem Temple to God. During this 
dedication, both Kings and Chronicles report, King Solomon not only brought up the Ark 
of the Covenant out of the city of David, but also the Tent of Meeting from Gibeon into 
this newly built Temple in Jerusalem, along with other holy vessels (2 Chr. 5:1-14, esp. v. 
5; 1 Kgs. 8:1-13, esp. v. 4). The incorporation of both the Ark and the Tabernacle into the 
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Temple signifies that both of these older religious institutions found their ultimate 
fulfillment in the Jerusalem Temple. As in 1 Kings 8, when the Temple was completed, a 
cloud of divine glory appeared (2 Chr. 5:13b-14). The Chronicler’s addition that fire from 
heaven consumed Solomon’s offerings confirms “that the temple had become the 
divinely approved heir to the Mosaic sanctuary (2 Chr. 7:1-2; Lev. 9:23-24).”34 The 
liturgical refrain, “For he is good, for his steadfast love endures forever,” chanted by the 
people at the dedication ceremony (2 Chr. 7:3b) was a song that was once chanted at 
David’s tent in the city of David and the Mosaic Tabernacle at Gibeon (1 Chr. 16:34, 
41).
35
 For the remainder of the books of Chronicles, the Tabernacle is consistently 
depicted as being incorporated into Solomon’s Temple.36   
Later, the reference to the Tent of the Covenant or the Tabernacle is found in the 
accounts of the Temple restoration projects executed by King Joash and King Hezekiah. 
In the Chronicler’s account of the Temple restoration of King Joash, the Tent of the 
Covenant (°œhel h¹±¢dut, td[h lha) was mentioned in association with the funds 
donated for the Temple renovation. The tax once levied by Moses for the Tent of Meeting 
(Exod. 30:11-16; Lev. 27:1-8) was now to be collected and demanded of worshipers for 
the Temple renovation (2 Chr. 24:6). Similarly, in the Chronicler’s report of Hezekiah’s 
reforms, which included the restoration of the Temple (2 Chr. 29:5-7), the reference to 
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 This liturgical refrain is also found in Psalm 136. See also 2 Chr. 5:13; 7:6; 20:21; Ezra 3:11.   
36
 See Friedman, “Tabernacle,” 293. Friedman argues that the Mosaic Tabernacle was indeed 
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the Tabernacle was found in association with the renewal of worship at the Temple. Here 
in verse 6, the Temple itself was called “the dwelling of the LORD” (or “Yahweh’s 
Tabernacle”). The reference to the Temple as “dwelling/tabernacle” ( i k n, !kvm) in 
this verse serves as an indicator that “the worship of God in tabernacle and Temple came 
to be seen as theologically continuous.”37  
  
5.3 The Temple of Solomon as the Static Centralized Model of Sacred Space 
The Jerusalem Temple as the centralized model of sacred space served to function 
as the national sanctuary in the capital city of Jerusalem and the religious center of the 
nation. However, its central role in Israel’s life on a political level must also be noted. 
Carol Meyers comments on the significant role of the Jerusalem Temple on a political 
level in the history of ancient Israel as follows:   
It contributed to the authentication, first, of the national state of which Jerusalem 
was the capital during the preexilic period, then of the semiautonomous 
community of Judeans after the exile, and finally of the Jews who continued to 
live in Jerusalem and the surrounding territory, with sporadic periods of autonomy, 
in the centuries before its final destruction. The history of this building thus 
extends from the origins of the monarchy in the 10
th
 century B.C.E., when it was 
constructed by King Solomon, until the capture of Jerusalem by the Romans in 70 
C.E.
38
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 Waldemar Janzen, “Tabernacle,” in NIDB, vol. 5, 455. See also Friedman, “Tabernacle,” 293, 
who argues that this verse is another indicator for the Chronicler’s record of the presence of the Tabernacle 
in the Jerusalem Temple. The references to the Tabernacle or the Tent of Meeting (or the Tent of Covenant) 
stop here at the account of King Hezekiah’s reign, and the Tabernacle’s history vanishes from the books of 
Chronicles beyond this point. 
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 Carol Meyers, “Temple, Jerusalem,” in ABD, vol. 6, 351. 
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Thus, the designation Jerusalem Temple can refer to “one or all of these three distinct yet 
related buildings”: 1) the Solomonic Temple, also called the First Temple, 2) the Second 
Temple, also called the Zerubbabel’s Temple, and 3) the Herodian Temple.39   
Due to its wide-ranging history and multi-faceted elements involved in the 
Jerusalem Temple, any attempt to trace the history of the Jerusalem Temple, even if it 
focuses on one particular aspect of any of these temples, will be a daunting task, which 
requires much space for a thorough discussion. The current chapter of this dissertation 
will focus primarily on the discussion of the First Jerusalem Temple, the Temple of 
Solomon. Previously, the discussion of the Tabernacle has been treated in two separate 
sub-sections: the descriptions of the Tabernacle in the Deuteronomistic History, and those 
in the books of Chronicles with a particular purpose of tracing the history of the 
Tabernacle respectively developed in those narrative books of the Hebrew Bible. As in 
the case of the Tabernacle, detailed descriptions of the Temple of Solomon are also found 
in both the Deuteronomistic History and the books of Chronicles, allowing for the task of 
comparison in respect to the descriptions found in these sources. With the exception of 
the descriptions only found in 1 Chronicles 22-29, major sections of the story of David (1 
Chr. 10-21) and Solomon (2 Chr. 1-9) in the books of Chronicles find their parallels in 
Samuel and Kings. Unlike the case of the Tabernacle, however, the discussion of the 
Temple of Solomon will not be so much concerned about the task of tracing the history of 
the Temple. Rather, the current section of this chapter will be presented in one large 
combined section with focus on the integration of all related subject matters that may 
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 Meyers, “Temple, Jerusalem,” 351. 
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shed much light on the meanings, functions, and significance of the Temple of Solomon 
as a static centralized model of sacred space. Particular attention will be drawn to the city 
of Jerusalem as the locus of the Temple of Solomon, as well as the question of how 
Jerusalem functioned. The wider implications of Jerusalem as geography and space will 
also be explored, as well as the function of Jerusalem as a political and religious center 
throughout Israel’s monarchy.  
The references to the Temple of Solomon include several different Hebrew terms, 
such as h k l (lkyh, “temple”), bêt-yhwh (hwhy-tyb, “house of Yahweh”) or bêt-yhwh 
(~yhlah tyb, “house of God”), and  iqd   (vdqm, “sanctuary/shrine”), but each of these 
references clearly indicates the residential nature of the building. The Hebrew noun h k l 
(lkyh), though its occurrence was relatively rare, was used as a designation for 
Solomon’s Temple, occurring twice in 2 Kings (2 Kgs. 23:4; 24:13), three times in 2 
Chronicles (2 Chr. 26:16; 27:2; 29:16), and six times in Jeremiah (3 times in Jer. 7:4; 
24:1; 50:28; 51:11).
40
 As already observed, the term h k l (lkyh) was also used in 
reference to pre-Solomonic structures, notably the Shiloh shrine (1 Sam. 1:9; 3:3), as well 
as “to the heavenly abode of God, where Yahweh is envisioned as enthroned in his holy 
habitation”41 (e.g., 2 Sam. 22:7; Ps. 11:4; 18:6; Isa. 6:1; Mic. 1:2). However, the 
compound noun, bêt-yhwh (hwhy-tyb, “house of the Lord/Yahweh”) or     h ʾ lōh   
                                                        
40
 Francis Brown, Samuel R. Driver, and Charles A. Briggs, The Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew 
and English Lexicon: With An Appendix Containing the Biblical Aramaic (Peabody: Hendrickson 
Publishers, 1996), 228.  
41
 Meyers, “Temple,” 352. The term h k l (lkyh) was more commonly used as a general 
description for Zerubbabel’s Temple in post-exilic biblical sources. 
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(~yhlah tyb, “house of God”), was a more commonly used designation for the Temple of 
Solomon. These compound nouns used in reference to the Temple of Solomon were 
found in both Kings and Chronicles (e.g., bêt-yhwh [hwhy-tyb] in 1 Kgs. 7:12, 40, 45, 51; 
2 Chr. 36:7;     h ʾ lōh   [~yhlah tyb] in 1 Chr. 9:11, 13, and 26).42 As noted earlier, 
these Hebrew terms, h k l (lkyh) and bayit (tyb),43 in reference to Solomon’s Temple, 
underscore the conceptualization of the Temple as a dwelling place, highlighting the 
residential character of the building.
44
  
As indicated in this designation the “Temple of Solomon” (or the “Solomonic 
Temple”), King Solomon becomes the biblical character most conspicuously associated 
with the First Jerusalem Temple. Although the privilege of the eventual construction of 
the Temple was granted to David’s son, Solomon (2 Sam. 7:1-16; 1 Chr. 17:1-15), 
nevertheless, the Temple of Jerusalem was initially desired by David who proposed to 
build a permanent dwelling for the Lord and received the divine promise for the future 
temple-building project. As soon as he was installed in Jerusalem, David promoted the 
                                                        
42
 Aside from its use as a designation for the Temple of Solomon, these nouns also occur in 
reference to pre-Solomonic shrines located outside Jerusalem (e.g., Judg. 19:18; 2 Sam. 12:20) or to a post-
exilic temple (e.g., Neh. 6:10; Zech. 8:9). 
43
 See bêt-yhwh (hwhy tyb, “the house of the Lord/Yahweh”) or     h ʾ lōh   (~yhlah tyb, “the 
“the house of God”). 
44
 For a general discussion of the Hebrew terms that are used as a designation for sanctuaries or 
temples in the Hebrew Bible, see Meyers, “Temple, Jerusalem,” 351-52. According to Meyers (352), the 
term  iqd   (vdqm), meaning ‘sanctuary’ or ‘shrine,’ is used in reference “to a sacred structure, such as 
the Tabernacle and its precincts (Exod. 25:8, etc.), non-Jerusalem shrines (as at Shechem, Josh. 24:26, and 
in the N. kingdom, Amos 7:9), and the temples of non-Israelites (as a Moabite shrine, Isa. 16:12, or Tyrian 
shrines, Ezek. 28:18),” while this word as a designation for the Jerusalem Temple has inclusive usage, 
referring to “the entire sacred area of the Temple and its precincts, that is, the building itself and the series 
of courtyards surrounding it,” rather than to the temple building itself (Ezek. 44:1). 
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transfer of the Ark into Jerusalem, insuring the Ark to be deposited into his tent shrine (1 
Chr. 13:1-4; 15:1-3, 25-29; 16:1-3, 43), charging the Levites with the task of carrying the 
Ark (1 Chr. 15:2, 4-15). He also assigned the Levitical singers and the Levitical 
gatekeepers (1 Chr. 15:16-24; 16:4-38) to minister at his provisional shrine in Jerusalem, 
while catering for the needs of the nearby Gibeon shrine where the Tabernacle/Tent of 
Meeting was located (1 Chr. 16:39-42; 21:29).
45
 Furthermore, David selected a site (the 
threshing floor of Araunah/Ornan the Jebusite), declaring it to be the home of the future 
Temple (1 Chr. 21:1-22:1; 2 Chr. 3:1; cf. 2 Sam. 24:16, 18-25).
46
    
The authenticity of the accounts in Chronicles has been undermined particularly 
in light of the perceived tendency of Chronicles to aggrandize David and his concern for 
the Yahwistic cultic properties, the Ark and the Temple. The reading of the Chronicler’s 
narrative of David in light of the central focus on his cultic activities has often been 
“construed as a feature of his manipulation of historical data.”47 However, the validity of 
these accounts in Chronicles has been reemphasized in modern biblical scholarship.
48
 
Some recent developments in biblical studies include the reevaluation of the accounts in 
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 De Vries, “Moses and David as Cult Founders in Chronicles,” 632.   
46
 See 2 Sam. 24, where the threshing floor of Ornan was also called that of Araunah. The site of 
David’s altar at this threshing floor of Araunah/Ornan becomes the location of the later altar of burnt 
offering of Solomon’s Temple. See also 2 Chr. 3:1, where Mount Moriah, the site of the binding of Isaac 
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 Meyers, “Temple,” 355. 
48
 For a review of recent biblical scholarship on the question of literary (biblical) texts as reliable 
sources and the debate about the historical reconstruction of the monarchy, see Gary N. Knoppers, “The 
Historical Study of the Monarchy: Developments and Detours,” in The Face of Old Testament Studies: A 
Survey of Contemporary Approaches, edited by David W. Baker and Bill T. Arnold (Grand Rapids: Baker 
Books, 1999), 207-235.     
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Chronicles with renewed focus on the political nature of David’s achievements for the 
establishment of the kingdom of David and Solomon.
49
 John W. Wright is one of those 
scholars who understand the Chronicler’s presentation of David in more political terms. 
He argues that “David emerges in 1 Chronicles primarily as a political figure, the 
founding father of the Israelite/Judean state rather than merely the initiator of true 
worship of Israel.”50 Wright’s argument is cogently confirmed by his analysis of the 
structure of the Chronicler’s David narrative. First Chronicles 10-29, according to Wright, 
should be “read as a series of three narrative movements in which David becomes the 
founding king of Israel.”51 Such three narrative movements are: 1) The Rise of the 
Founding Father: David’s establishment as king [1 Chr. 10:1-14:2]; 2) The Reign of the 
Founding Father: David’s reign and his acts [1 Chr. 14:3-22:1]; and 3) The Final Days of 
the Founding Father: David’s preparation of his kingdom for the succession of Solomon 
[1 Chr. 22:2-29:30].
52
 “Royal politics,” Wright argues, “govern the Chronicler’s 
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 See Abraham Malamat, “A Political Look at the Kingdom of David and Solomon and Its 
Relations with Egypt,” in Studies in the Period of David and Solomon and Other Essays, edited by Tomoo 
Ishida (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1982), 189-204; Meyers, “Temple, Jerusalem,” 354-355.  
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 John W. Wright, “The Founding Father: The Structure of the Chronicler’s David Narrative,” in 
JBL 117:1 (1998), 49.  
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 Ibid.  
52
 For a detailed discussion on the structure of the Chronicler’s narrative of David, see Wright, 
“The Founding Father,” 45-59. Wright’s analysis of the structure of the Chronicler’s narrative of David is 
commendable for its coherent and thorough arguments. He draws particular attention to the function of the 
concluding verses of the first two sections of the David narrative, such as 1 Chr. 14:2 and 22:1. For 
instance, “the Chronicler transforms 1 Chr. 14:2 (= 2 Sam. 5:12) into the concluding verse of his first 
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the outcome of the census taken in chap. 21,” introducing a new speech of David (1 Chr. 22:2-6).  
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presentation of David, politics that ultimately establish Davidic dynastic rule over and 
through the Judean aristocracy and Temple personnel.”53       
The reading of the Chronicler’s presentation of David in more political terms is 
also confirmed by Carol Meyers who argues that the construction of public works, 
including the building of the palace and the Temple, “serve the state on a pragmatic level 
and also help to consolidate power and establish the new political authority.”54 The 
political nature of David’s accomplishments is succinctly articulated as follows:     
The integrative role of monumental (temple) architecture in achieving stability  
and support in a centralizing state is apparently a fact of state formation that  
should be attributed to the beginnings of the Israelite monarchy, to the reign of  
David as well as to that of Solomon. … Furthermore, David’s direct involvement  
in cultic matters as well as his association with psalmody (and thus liturgy)  
represent more than personal piety; David was astutely utilizing public cultural  
(religious) forms that served to garner wide support among his constituency and  
to indicate the legitimizing presence of Israel’s god Yahweh in the transition to  
statehood. Finally, David’s conscriptive policies in securing both temporary and  
permanent labor forces were surely meant to foster public works.
55
 
 
Here David’s preparations for the construction of the Temple are to be seen as part of the 
exercise of his regal authority to promote the centralization of the state. The 
establishment of the cult and temple clergy centralized in Jerusalem, as well as the 
appointment of the priests and government officials, can also be interpreted as David’s 
                                                        
53
 Wright, “The Founding Father,” 45.   
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 Meyers, “Temple,” 355. See also Carol Meyers, “David as Temple Builder,” in Ancient Israelite 
Israelite Religion: Essays in Honor of Frank Moore Cross, edited by Patrick D. Miller et al. (Philadelphia: 
Fortress, 1987), 357-76, where Meyers not only argues that David did indeed plan to build a temple, but 
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interest in a functioning bureaucracy.
56
    
The descriptions found in 1 Chronicles 22-29, which have no parallel in the 
Deuteronomistic History, contain a whole series of farewell speeches of David (1 Chr. 
22:7-16; 17-19; 28:2-10; 20-21; 29:1-5; 10-19).
57
 These farewell speeches of David only 
only found in Chronicles can shed significant light on the discernment of the Chronicler’s 
own distinctive standpoint and his ideological objectives.
58
 Roddy Braun points out that 
“these chapters have their clearest apologetic interest in portraying Solomon as the 
chosen temple builder.” 59 The Chronicler achieves this goal, Braun expounds, “by his 
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 A series of imperial tasks are undertaken by David in successive steps immediately followed by 
his rise to the throne as king: the building of the city of Jerusalem, the establishment of Jerusalem as his 
capital, the bringing of the Ark of the Lord up to Jerusalem, the provision of a sanctuary for it, the 
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SBLDS 93 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1987); idem., “The Idealization of Solomon as the Glorification of 
God in the Chronicler’s Royal Speeches and Royal Prayers,” in The Age of Solomon, edited by Lowell K. 
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and 29 for the Theology of Chronicles,” in JBL 95:4 (1976), 582.  
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use of the concept of rest, by modeling his account after the account of Joshua’s 
commissioning, and by his application of the concept of election to Solomon.”60   
The close connection between the concept of rest and the temple, as already 
observed in the previous chapters of this dissertation, should again be noted especially in 
respect to both the designation of Solomon as God’s chosen temple builder and to the 
Temple of Solomon. David’s first farewell speech in Chronicles (1 Chr. 22:7-16), which 
was addressed to Solomon privately, contained the restatement of the content announced 
in the dynastic promise given to David (2 Sam. 7; 1 Chr. 17), where David’s proposal to 
build the temple for God was rejected, while the divine approval was granted to his 
offspring, one of David’s sons. In this farewell speech of David to Solomon, the notion of 
rest served as the decisive factor which provided the definitive reason not only for 
disqualifying David as the temple builder, but also for designating Solomon as the 
divinely chosen builder.   
According to this speech, David’s disqualification as the temple builder was seen 
as the result of his engagement in warfare,
61
 which involved the bloodshed: “You have 
shed much blood and have waged great wars; you shall not build a house to my name, 
because you have shed so much blood in my sight on the earth” (1 Chr. 22:8, NRSV). 
David would be ineligible as the temple builder, not because he was too preoccupied with 
his wars that he would be unavailable for such a huge building project, as recounted in 1 
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 Braun, “Solomon, the Chosen Temple Builder,” 590.    
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 See Piet B. Dirksen, “Why Was David Disqualified as Temple Builder?: The Meaning of 1 
Chronicles 22:8,” in JSOT 70 (1996), 51-56; Brian E. Kelly, “David’s Disqualification in 1 Chronicles 22:8: 
A Response to Piet B. Dirksen,” in JSOT 80 (1998), 53-81.   
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Kings 5:17-19,
62
 but because he shed much blood in his wars. Critics have proposed a 
variety of interpretations concerning the meaning of 1 Chronicles 22:8. Hugh G.M. 
Williamson draws attention to a kind of cultic impurity or ritual defilement imputed to 
David by warfare.
63
 Piet B. Dirksen argues that the phrase l p n y (ynpl, ‘in my sight’) in 
in this verse signifies a moral aspect of David’s actions rather than a cultic allusion and 
that David “stands guilty before God” through his warfare.64 The objective of 1 
Chronicles 22:8, according to Dirksen, was thereby “to provide a reason for God’s 
intervention in appointing Solomon as the temple builder”65 and disqualifying David on 
moral grounds. On the other hand, Rudolf Mosis points out that the Chronicler’s 
description of David in 1 Chr. 28:3 as a “man of war” (or a “warrior”) [ʾ    il     , 
twmxlm vya], rather than a “man of blood” (or a “man of bloodshed,” “murderer”) [ʾ   
h dd    , ~ymdh vya],66 denoted a morally neutral reference, distinguishing the 
periodization of David that was characterized by conquests and wars from that of 
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 See the speech of King Solomon to King Hiram of Tyre in 1 Kgs. 5:17-19 [Eng. 5:3-5], where 
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Solomon whose reign signaled the time for the construction of the Temple.
67
 Brian E. 
Kelly asserts that the reading of 1 Chr. 22:8 and 28:3 did not point to a single reason, “but 
two reasons for David’s exclusion from temple-building: the circumstantial grounds 
mentioned by Solomon in 1 Kgs. 5:17 (Eng. v. 3); and the offense (not specified in these 
verses) of causing the death of innocent people.”68 One thing is clear in all these scholarly 
scholarly approaches: God forbade David to build him a temple because he was a warrior, 
“a man of war” (1 Chr. 28:3).  
Conversely, the eligibility of Solomon as the divinely chosen temple builder was 
characterized by the elements of peace and rest as indicated in this farewell speech:   
Behold, a son shall be born to you, who shall be a man of rest; and I will give him 
rest from all his enemies all around. His name shall be Solomon, for I will give 
peace and quietness to Israel in his days. (1 Chr. 22:9, NKJV).  
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Here, Solomon, who was identified as “a man of rest/peace” (Heb. š¹lôm [~wlv], 
meaning “peace,” “completeness,” “wellbeing”), would build the Temple for God’s name 
(1 Chr. 22:9). In both 2 Samuel 7 and 1 Chronicles 17, the divine promises to David 
included God’s choice of the temple builder. However, whereas God simply revealed that 
this temple builder would be David’s offspring, one of his own sons, in neither Samuel 
nor Chronicles was it indicated that the chosen offspring was Solomon (2 Sam. 7:12-13; 
1 Chr. 17:11).
69
 In this speech, the Chronicler integrated the name Solomon (Heb. s  e lo  mo  
s  e lo mo [hmlv]) into this divine oracle: “[T]he name Solomon is given by divine 
revelation.”70 As seen in the description of Solomon as a man of rest, as well as indicated 
indicated by his name, Solomon was the temple builder of divine choice. The legitimacy 
of Solomon as the temple builder was also confirmed by God’s provision of rest and 
peace, the rightfulness of the time for the Temple to be built: God would give Solomon 
rest from his enemies (1 Chr. 22:9).   
 The significance of the notion of rest was reinforced in David’s subsequent 
speeches in Chronicles (1 Chr. 22:17-19 and 1 Chr. 28:2-10) as well. In David’s speech 
seeking general support from the leaders of Israel for Solomon and for the building of the 
Temple (1 Chr. 22:17-19), the notion of rest was again emphasized as the prerequisite for 
the building of the national sanctuary (esp. verse 18). The construction of the Temple 
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 Klein, “The Last Words of David,” 20. Klein points out that this contrasts with “2 Sam. 24, 
where David himself gives Solomon his name” (20).     
  
240 
would allow the Ark of the Covenant and the holy vessels to be brought in, and would 
serve as the permanent place for the Ark of God to be housed (1 Chr. 22:19). In another 
of David’s public addresses to the leaders of Israel (1 Chr. 28:2-8), the Temple was even 
called “a house of rest for the ark of the covenant of Yahweh and for the footstool of the 
feet of our God” (1 Chr. 28:2b). Here again, the divine oracle reiterated the reason for 
David’s disqualification as the temple builder: “because you are a man of wars; you have 
shed blood” (1 Chr. 28:3b). Then the oracle also repeated the announcement of the 
designation of Solomon as the temple builder (1 Chr. 28:6). David’s speech that began 
with his public address to the leaders of Israel (cf. esp. 1 Chr. 2-3, 6) concluded with his 
private exhortation for Solomon to firmly undertake the task of building the Temple (1 
Chr. 28:10).       
 The notion of rest was a prominent concept for the book of Deuteronomy and for 
the writings in the Deuteronomistic History as well.
71
 Perhaps the most paradigmatic 
passage about the notion of rest in relation to cult is found in Deuteronomy 12 (esp. 
verses 10-11, 13-14), where the close connection between rest and centralization of 
worship was clearly confirmed. Here the concept of rest expressed in the sense of 
territorial security was directly related to the unification of the cult, which included the 
key restriction of sacrificial worship to one place. For Deuteronomy, sacrificial worship 
at random sites, “at any place” (v. 13), were to be prohibited as illegitimate. The 
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 See Deut. 3:20; 12:9, 10; 25:19; Josh. 1:13, 15; 11:23; 21:43-45; 22:4; 23:1; 2 Sam. 7, 11; 1 Kgs. 
Kgs. 5:18; 8:56. See also Gerhard von Rad, “There Remains Still a Rest for the People of God,” in The 
Problem of the Hexateuch and Other Essays, translated by E. W. Trueman Dicken (New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1966), 94-102.   
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legitimate sacrifice was to be performed at a single sanctuary, “only at the place that the 
LORD will choose” (v. 14, NRSV). This Deuteronomic idea certainly contrasts with the 
previous norms and practice of ancient Israel, when multiple sacrificial altars at various 
places were pervasive throughout the land.
72
 Sara Japhet succinctly comments on the 
implication of this Deuteronomic standard for the history of ancient Israelite worship: 
The absolute denunciation of all earlier places of worship also involves the  
rejection of all earlier forms of consecration. … Viewed from the perspective of  
the norm and practice prevalent in ancient Israel for a long time, the demand  
expressed in Deuteronomy may be regarded as no less than a revolution. For in  
Deuteronomy, worship is not merely central but absolutely exclusive: there is  
only one place chosen by God.
73
   
 
Despite the sternness of this command of worship at one place, “the place” (h   q  , 
~wqmh) was not named here in Deuteronomy, whereas in all the other sources, the 
identification of this chosen place of central worship unambiguously pointed to Jerusalem, 
“the city that the Lord had chosen out of all the tribes of Israel” (1 Kgs. 14:21; 2 Chr. 
12:13).
74
   
The time for the realization of this Deuteronomic norm was signified by the 
divine provision of “rest” to Israel: “when he gives you rest from your enemies all around 
so that you live in safety” (Deut. 12:10). The acquirement of the state of Israel’s rest in 
the Promised Land was a precondition to the unification of the cult. The centralization of 
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 See for example Gen. 8:20; 12:7-8; 13:4, 18; 22:9; 26:25; 33:20; 35:1, 3, 7; 1 Sam. 7:17; 1 Kgs. 
18:20-46. 
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 Sara Japhet, “From the King’s Sanctuary to the Chosen City,” in Judaism 46:2 (1997), 132-33.  
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 For other references to the identification of Jerusalem as the divinely chosen city, see also 1 Kgs. 
Kgs. 8:44, 48; 11:13, 32, 36; 2 Kgs. 21:7; 23:27; 2 Chr. 6:5-6, 34, 38; 7:12, 16; 33:7; Ps. 78:68; 132:13; 
Zech. 1:17; 2:12; 3:2. 
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Israel’s public worship necessitated the territorial security. The fulfillment of such rest 
accorded with the time of David who succeeded in the conquest of Jerusalem: “the 
LORD had given him [i.e., David] rest from all his enemies around him” (2 Sam. 7:1, 11, 
NRSV). On the one hand, David’s conquest of Jerusalem resulted in his establishment of 
Jerusalem as a new capital city of Israel, which he named “the City of David” (2 Sam. 5:7, 
9, 11). On the other hand, the conquest also signified the incorporation of Jerusalem, a 
Canaanite city, into part of Israel’s territory, claiming it an Israelite city. Japhet points out 
that prior to David’s conquest of Jerusalem and incorporation of it into an Israelite city, 
“Jerusalem lay outside the purview of the most ancient religious traditions of Israel.”75 
Despite the attainment of Israel’s rest during the time of David, the completeness of the 
rest should be ascribed to the reign of Solomon, the divinely designated temple builder (1 
Kgs. 5:18; 8:56). The notion of rest for Deuteronomy, as Braun concludes, was 
“integrally bound up with the unification of the cult at one central sanctuary, which 
meant the Jerusalem temple, desired by David and built by Solomon.”76  
The Chronicler’s description of David’s preparatory work for the Temple 
underscores the continuity between the Mosaic Tabernacle and the Jerusalem Temple, 
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 Japhet, “From the King’s Sanctuary to the Chosen City,” 133. Japhet argues that Jerusalem, 
even as a Canaanite city, does not comprise the sacred places associated with the patriarchs such as 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob (e.g., Negeb, Hebron and Beersheba, Bethel and Shechem, and the land of 
Philistines). She also goes on to emphasize the foreignness of Jerusalem even for the period of Judges (Josh. 
15:63; Judg. 1:21; 19:10-12), stating that “Jerusalem was not part of the Israelite territory after the conquest” 
(133). For the only section of Genesis associating with a patriarch with Jerusalem, see Gen. 14:18-20, 
where Jerusalem was explicitly mentioned by its epithet “Salem” (cf., Ps. 76:2) in association with 
Abraham’s encounter with the Canaanite Melchizedek, king of Salem. This was the only place in the entire 
Pentateuch, where Jerusalem was referred to by name.   
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 Braun, “Solomon, the Chosen Temple Builder,” 583.   
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suggesting “parallels between Moses and David, and the tabernacle and the temple.”77 
Just as the divinely composed    n   (tynbt, meaning, “plan,” “pattern,” “blueprint,” 
“direction”) for the Tabernacle was given to Moses (Exod. 25:9, 40), David received a 
God-given blueprint (   n  , tynbt) for the Temple (1 Chr. 28:11-21). The Temple of 
Solomon was similar in design to that of the Tabernacle of the Exodus traditions, and its 
architectural plan fundamentally mirrored that of the Tabernacle (1 Kgs. 5-9; 2 Chr. 3-5; 
cf., Exod. 26-31). Such connection between the Tabernacle and the Temple was 
particularly confirmed by the application of the terms and the architectural design of the 
structure. Little information is given about how the Temple of Solomon was used, 
compared to the Tabernacle of wilderness. However, the descriptions of the use of the 
Tabernacle, particularly in respect to the rule of access to different areas of the 
Tabernacle and its court, may still be relevant and also be applicable to the Temple of 
Solomon.  
Like the Tabernacle of wilderness, for instance, the Temple building consisted of 
different zones of graded holiness, such as “the most holy” and “the holy.” Like the two 
zones of graded holiness in the Tabernacle, the terms “the Holy of Holies” or “the most 
holy place” (qōde  h qq d    , ~yvdqh vdwq) and “the Holy” (h qōde , vdqh), were 
also used in reference to the “inner” and “outer” sanctuaries of the Temple (1 Kgs. 6:16; 
8:6; 8:8; 2 Chr. 3:10; 4:20, 22; 5:7; cf., Exod. 26:33). Like the Tabernacle, the boundary 
between the two zones (the most holy and the holy) in the Temple would also be 
separated by a curtain of blue, purple, scarlet, and linen material (Exod. 26:31, 33; 2 Chr. 
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 Koester, The Dwelling of God, 16.  
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3:14). Also, like the Tabernacle, the most sacred zone in the Temple, the “Holy of Holies,” 
would also contain the Ark and its cover, the mercy seat, as well as the winged cherubim 
of gold (Exod. 25:17-22; 1 Chr. 28:11; 2 Chr. 5:7-8). Furthermore, like the Tabernacle, 
the Temple of Solomon was also surrounded by the outdoor space called the court (     , 
rcx). In respect to the court surrounding the Temple of Solomon, the information 
provided by the book of Kings is scanty and limited. However, according to First Kings, 
the court surrounding the Temple consisted of the “inner court” (1 Kgs. 6:36) and the 
outer court called “the great court” (1 Kgs. 7:9, 12), which “was apparently adjacent to 
the temple precinct, suggesting the two precincts, temple and palace together, formed one 
very large royal-cultic compound.”78 The book of Chronicles specifically identifies the 
inner court as the “court of the priests” (2 Chr. 4:9). Whereas the outer court was 
probably for laity, at least on some occasions (1 Chr. 28:12; 2 Chr. 7:7; 29:16; Neh. 8:16), 
this inner court was reserved for the priests.
79
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 Meyers, “Temple,” 358. According to First Kings, both the inner and outer courts are 
constructed of “three courses of dressed stone to one layer cedar beams all around,” just as the vestibule or 
the forecourt of the Temple itself (1 Kgs. 7:12a; cf. 6:36). 
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 A large bronze basin, called the “molten sea” (1 Kgs. 7:23) or simply the “sea” (h yy   [~Yh], 1 
1 Kgs. 7:24; cf., also designated as the “bronze sea” in 2 Kgs. 25:13; 1 Chr. 18:8; Jer. 52:17), was placed in 
the court on the southeast corner of the Temple building (1 Kgs. 7:39). The molten sea stood on elaborately 
decorated four sets of three oxen, each set facing one of the four directions of the compass (1 Kgs. 23:25). 
Apart from this imposing metal basin, which “held two thousand baths” (1 Kgs. 23:26), a series of ten 
basins of bronze were also placed in the court, five on the south and five on the north side of the Temple (1 
Kgs. 7:39; 2 Chr. 4:6a): “each basin held forty baths, each basin measured four cubits; there was a basin for 
each of the ten stands” (1 Kgs. 7:38). In respect to the practical function of these basins, while the account 
of Kings made no mention of it, the Chronicler indicates that these ten basins were “to rinse what was used 
for the burnt offering” (2 Chr. 4:6b), whereas the molten sea was used for ritual cleansing: “The sea was for 
the priests to wash in” (2 Chr. 4:6c). Such a function of the basin was also drawn from the description of 
the Tabernacle (Exod. 30:17-21; 38:8). Compared to the ten basins placed in the courtyard of the Temple, 
the Tabernacle had only one basin in the courtyard (Exod. 30:17).    
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The interior space of the Temple of Solomon consisted of three major sections of 
increasing holiness. The first division of the interior space of the Temple was called “the 
vestibule,” designated by the Hebrew word ~lya/~lwa (ʾ l  /ʾ l  ) meaning a “porch” 
(1 Kgs. 7:19; 2 Chr. 3:4).
80
 The nature and function of this section are not specified in the 
the biblical text, except that this space was the first area to encounter when one entered. 
Carol Meyers’ suggestion, however, is very instructive: 
These distinctions between the two inner chambers of the Temple and this first 
one [i.e., the vestibule] suggest that it functioned as a transitional space that 
shared both in the closed sanctity of the interior and the more open accessibility of 
the courtyard space surrounding the Temple. It had no doorway and, without a 
height specified, perhaps no roof. As such it served as an open-air forecourt that 
gave access to the divine dwelling much as most Near Eastern houses or villas 
were reached through private courtyards.
81
 
 
Similarly, the presence of the two massive bronze pillars, Jachin and Boaz, standing on 
either side of the entrance to this vestibule, signaled the entry into the interior space of 
the Temple. The two massive bronze pillars, named Jachin (y k n, !yky) and Boaz ( ōʿ z, 
z[b),82 which along with their capitals stood almost as high as the Temple itself, were 
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 See the diversity of the renderings of the Hebrew word ~lya/~lwa (ʾ l  /ʾ l  ): “portico” 
(TNK, NIV), “porch” (NAB, KJV, JPS), “entry room” (NLT), “vestibule” (RSV, NRSV). See also Meyers, 
“Temple, Jerusalem,” 358. “The resistance of the LXX to translate it and the diversity of English 
renderings,” Meyers argues, “reflect an uncertainty about the nature and function of this part of the Temple 
except that it was the first space that one entered.”  
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 Meyers, “Temple,” 358.  
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 Notably, a number of the Temple furnishings fashioned from bronze, including these two 
imposing pillars and the molten sea, are said to have been fabricated by Hiram of Tyre, an artisan of bronze: 
“He was the son of a widow of the tribe of Naphtali, whose father, a man of Tyre, had been an artisan in 
bronze; he was full of skill, intelligence and knowledge in working bronze” (1 Kgs. 7:13-14). This Hiram 
of Tyre was not to be confused with King Hiram of Tyre mentioned in 1 Kgs. 5:1-18. King Solomon 
purchased much of the building materials and craftsmen from this Phoenician king Hiram of Tyre in his 
preparations for building the Temple. The description of Hiram here was reminiscent of Bezalel son of Uri, 
the chief artisan involved in the supervision of the construction of the Tabernacle (Exod. 31:1-11; 35:30-
35). Apparently, the distinction between Hiram and Bezalel was to be made: whereas Hiram was skilled in 
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placed outside the Temple building (1 Kgs. 7:15-22; 2 Chr. 3:15-17). Positioned just at 
the entrance to the forecourt of the Temple building, these freestanding bronze pillars 
functioned as a transitional link between the outdoor space of the Temple and the interior 
space of the Temple.  
The second and central division of the internal space of the Temple was 
designated by the Hebrew term h k l (lkyh), rendered as the “main room/hall,” the 
“House,” the “Temple,” or the “nave” (1 Kgs. 6:17; 2 Chr. 3:4-5).83 This central zone was 
was the largest section of the inner space of the Temple and functioned as the main 
location where much of the regular cultic activities took place. A number of different 
ritual furnishings, including the golden incense altar, the golden lampstands, and the 
golden table, were placed in this central and largest section of the interior space of the 
Temple. A small incense altar overlaid with pure gold and perhaps made of cedar (1 Kgs. 
6:20), which was used to illuminate the interior of the Temple, for instance, was located 
in this central zone.
84
 Apparently, this golden incense altar was positioned in front of the 
the entrance to the innermost zone. Similarly, the description about the golden table for 
the sacred vessels and the holy bread in the Tabernacle (Exod. 25:23-30; 26:35; 37:10-16) 
can also be applicable to those in the Temple (1 Kgs. 7:48). The golden table was used 
                                                                                                                                                                     
working bronze alone, Bezalel was sufficiently skilled and knowledgeable enough to work in gold, silver, 
and bronze (Exod. 31:3-4). See 1 Kgs. 7:40-47, where a number of subsidiary bronze cultic objects made 
by Hiram are listed.       
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 See the diversity of the English renderings of the term lkyh (hêkal): the “nave” (NRSV, RSV, 
NASV), the “main room” (NLT), the “main hall” (NIV), the “House” (TNK), and the “Temple” (NJB).  
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 Although the information about its size and placement is absent in 1 Kings, the positioning of 
the incense altar in the Tabernacle (Exod. 30:6) may still be relevant and applicable to that in the Temple. 
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for the bread of the Presence, twelve loaves placed before God as a sacrificial offering 
every Sabbath, to be eaten only by priests.
85
 Another important cultic object was the 
golden lampstands, which were also located in front of the innermost room, but placed in 
two groups: “five on the south side and five on the north” (1 Kgs. 7:49). Compared to the 
single seven-branched lampstand (called menorah), situated in the Tabernacle (Exod. 
25:31-40; 26:35; 30:7-8; 37:17-24), the golden lampstands in the Temple were ten 
lampstands, “probably hollow cylindrical stands surmounted by multi-sprouted lamps (1 
Kgs. 7:40).”86  
The third and the innermost zone of the interior space of the Temple was the 
perfect cubical space (i.e., twenty cubits on each side), generally known as the “Debir,” 
the “most holy place,” the “Holy of Holies,” or the “inner sanctuary,” derived from the 
Hebrew term d     (rybd, 1 Kgs. 6:19-22)87 or qōde  h qq d     (~yvdqh vdq, 2 Chr. 
3:8, 10).
88
 Particularly, the derivation from the Hebrew root dbr (rbd) meaning “to speak,” 
speak,” as Meyers points out, “would reflect the function of the inner chamber as the 
place where Yahweh’s invisible presence or glory rested and from whence God ‘spoke,’ 
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 See Num. 4:7; Lev. 24:5-9; 1 Sam. 21:4-6; 1 Chr. 9:32  
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 Meyers, “Temple,” 358.   
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 See the variety of the English meanings of the term d     (rybd): a “Debir” (NJB), the “inner 
sanctuary” (RSV, NRSV, NLT, NKJV, NIV, NASV), the “house within” (KJV), the “Sanctuary” (JPS), a 
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 The Hebrew phrase qōde  h qq d     (~yvdqh vdq, 1 Chr. 3:10) is translated either as the 
“Holy of Holies” (NIV, TNK, NASV, NAB) or as the “Most Holy Place” (NLT, NKJV, RSV, NRSV, KJV, JPS), 
signifying the most sacred zone of the Temple.   
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that is, gave oracles or responses to those who ‘inquired of the LORD.’”89 As with the 
two cherubim found within the most holy zone in the Tabernacle (Exod. 25:18-22), the 
enormous two cherubim, carved of olive wood and overlaid with pure gold, also 
dominated the innermost room of the Temple (1 Kgs. 6:23-28).
90
  
The overall architectural plan of the Temple and its decorative elements, along 
with various ritual objects placed within it, find their parallels in the ancient Near Eastern 
context. For instance, the tripartite division of the interior space of the Temple was 
“similar to that of many of the Canaanite temples excavated in Palestine and also to the 
Neo-Hittite temples in N. Syria.”91 As with the architectural plan of the Temple, parallels 
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 These two cherubim were outsized winged creatures with each cherub of a ten-cubit height and 
a ten-cubit wingspan, reaching halfway up to the ceiling of the innermost room and all the way across from 
wall to wall. See also Gen. 3:24; Ezek. 41:18-19. 
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parallel to the Jerusalem Temple, as Meyers argues, was the small ninth-century Phoenician temple 
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building projects of Solomon and the closeness of time to it (355). For more on the Israelite monumental 
architectural activities in the tenth century B.C.E., see William G. Dever, “Monumental Architecture in 
Ancient Israel in the Period of the United Monarchy,” in Studies in the Period of David and Solomon: 
Papers Read at the International Symposium for Biblical Studies, Tokyo, 5-7 December, 1979, edited by 
Tomoo Ishida (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1982), 269-306; Idem., “Solomon and the Assyrian Period 
‘Palaces’ at Gezer,” in IEJ 35 (1985): 217-30; “Archaeology and ‘the Age of Solomon’: A Case Study in 
Archaeology and Historiography,” in The Age of Solomon: Scholarship at the Turn of the Millennium, 
edited by Lowel K. Handy, SHANE 11 (New York: Brill, 1997), 217-51; Ronny Reich, “Palaces and 
Residences in the Iron Age,” in The Architecture of Ancient Israel: From the Prehistoric to the Persian 
Periods: In Memory of Immanuel (Munya) Dunayevsky, edited by Aharon Kempinski, Ronny Reich, and 
Hannah Katzenstein (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1992), 202-22; Amihai Mazar, “Iron Age 
Fortresses in the Judaean Hills,” in PEQ 114 (1982): 87-109; Zeev Herzog, “Settlement and Fortification,” 
in The Architecture of Ancient Israel (1992), 250-61. For further details and references, see Gary N. 
Knoppers, “Vanishing Solomon: The Disappearance of the United Monarchy from Recent Histories of 
Ancient Israel,” in JBL 116 (1997): 19-44. 
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parallels to the winged creatures like the Temple cherubim were also found elsewhere in 
the ancient Near East, such as in the royal figures sometimes depicted as sitting on a 
throne supported by such cherubim. Often, the cherubim were perceived as the protectors 
of the mighty king. As Keel and Uehlinger illustrate, “winged creatures of every kind, 
falcons, uraei, scarabs, etc., are the most important iconographic symbols during the 
ninth and eighth centuries that help one to identify this Phoenician/Israelite monument 
group.”92 Phoenicia in particular offered pictorial examples of hybrid winged sphinxes 
typically guarding royal thrones, which were different from the biblical depictions of the 
cherubim protecting the Ark of the Covenant, which was the footstool of God’s throne. 
Unlike “the usual cherubs known to us from the ANE, which have their wings folded 
back against their bodies,” as Friedman points out, “the Temple cherubs have their wings 
spread wide, touching the wall on either side and touching each other in the center.”93 
Thus, the outspread wings of the cherubim in the Temple had the protective function of 
supporting God’s throne by guarding the Ark of the Covenant of the Lord: “For the 
cherubim spread out their wings over the place of the ark, so that the cherubim made a 
covering above the ark and its poles” (1 Kgs. 8:7).94  
The divinely composed Temple plan included not only the directions for the 
Temple with its structure and furnishings, but also the divisions of the Temple personnel 
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 Keel and Uehlinger, Gods, Goddesses, and Images of God in Ancient Israel, 251. For more 
discussion on the hybrid creatures, Sphinx, with the provision of illustrative pictures, see Keel and 
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 Friedman, “Tabernacle,” 298.  
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and their ministerial assignments (1 Chr. 28:13). With the construction of the Temple 
which would free the Levites from their duty to carry the Tabernacle, David then 
assigned them to new tasks as singers and attendants for the service of the house of the 
Lord (1 Chr. 23:25-26; 24:20-31; 25:1-31; 26:1-19, 29-30).
95
 Apart from the organization 
organization of the priests into twenty-four divisions (1 Chr. 24:1-19), he also formed the 
leadership of Israel by appointing treasurers, regional officials and judges, who would 
facilitate the task of Solomon by means of supporting the Temple and organizing its 
finances (1 Chr. 26:20-32).   
The Temple of Solomon represented the Israelite model of static centralized 
sacred space, whose overall structural design was similar to that of the Tabernacle of the 
Exodus traditions, the dynamic centralized model of biblical sacred space. The 
fundamental differentiation between these two models “lies in its fixed location of the 
Temple and thus the nature or source of its holiness.”96 The selection of the site for 
Solomon’s Temple became a significant matter that would require divine justification and 
sanction. For instance, in 2 Samuel 24:15-25, David purchased the site (vv. 19-25),
97
 built 
built an altar “on the threshing floor of Araunah the Jebusite” (v. 18), and offered 
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 In Chronicles the Levites and the priests were described to have different yet complementary  
duties for the service of the Lord. The Levites, for instance, were to praise the Lord whenever the burnt 
offerings were offered by the priests on Sabbaths, new moons, and appointed festivals (1 Chr. 23:5, 30-32; 
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 Kunin, God’s Pl ce in  he Wo ld, 24.  
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5:6-10).  
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sacrifices as expiation for his sin (v. 25a). The threshing floor of Araunah
98
 became the 
divinely designated location to end a plague: God stopped the plague and Jerusalem was 
spared (v. 25b). A parallel narrative found in Chronicles (1 Chr. 21:14-22:1)
99
 indicates 
that this site of David’s altar became the location of the later altar of burnt offering for 
the Temple of Solomon. When David built an altar for the Lord and offered sacrifices to 
him on the threshing floor of Ornan, called Araunah in 2 Sam. 24 (1 Chr. 21:26a), the 
Lord responded to David by sending fire to consume David’s offerings (1 Chr. 21:26b). 
The divine confirmation of David’s sacrifices by fire from heaven established the 
legitimacy of David’s altar in Israelite religion.100  
Notably, a similar incident took place when Solomon dedicated the altar and the 
Temple: “When Solomon had ended his prayer, fire came down from heaven and 
consumed the burnt offering and the sacrifices; and the glory of the LORD filled the 
temple” (2 Chr. 7:1, NRSV). The divine consecration of the burnt offering and the 
sacrifices by fire, coupled with the presence of the glory of the Lord, reaffirms the 
legitimacy of the Jerusalem Temple as a lasting fixture of Israel’s life, now not just to 
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 A threshing floor was a large flat space that was exposed to prevailing winds, where grain could 
could be easily separated from the chaff (cf., Deut. 16:13; Judg. 6:11-12; Ruth 3:7). The function of a 
threshing floor had some social implications as a place closely connected with the harvest and therefore 
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 For a detailed comparative analysis of the narratives in 1 Chr. 21 and in 2 Sam. 24, see Wright, 
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David, but also to all people of Israel (2 Chr. 7:1-3; cf., Lev. 9:24; 1 Kgs. 18:36-39). The 
sanctity of the Temple was also affirmed by a direct association between the threshing-
floor of Ornan and Mount Moriah, the site of the sacrifice of Isaac (2 Chr. 3:1; cf., Gen. 
22).
101
 The Chronicler certainly offers divine justification for why the Temple would be 
built on its current location.           
Compared to the Tabernacle, the dynamic model of sacred space, which was 
dependent upon the movability of the Israelite camp, the Temple of Solomon was 
contingent upon the fixed location in Jerusalem. While the Tabernacle exemplified God’s 
movable dwelling place on earth, the Temple of Solomon signified the conceptualization 
of the national sanctuary as a permanent dwelling place of God on earth, as already seen 
in the designations h k l (lkyh) and bayit (tyb) in reference to Solomon’s Temple. Seth 
D. Kunin succinctly comments on the significant implications for the transformation of 
centralized sacred space from a dynamic model to a static one in various aspects of 
Israelite life.
102
 He notes the transformation in the relation between the community and 
sacred place as follows:   
The Tabernacle, court, and cultic elements (e.g., the altar) which were  
intrinsically portable structures are replaced by permanent structures. The  
organization of Israelite society is also formalized in space. Ideally each tribe is  
allotted a section of the land as its permanent inheritance, with Jerusalem and the  
Temple being placed in the midst of Judah. The relation between the community  
and sacred place is also formalized in time. Whereas the relation between the  
community and the Tabernacle in dynamic sacred space was constant, that found  
in respect of static space is structured. Particular points in time are selected for  
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general access or connection to sacred place. Thus the three pilgrimage festivals  
are emphasized as the points in time when Israel (the people) shall approach  
their God.
103
 
 
The establishment of the Temple of Solomon signified the transformation of centralized 
sacred space from a dynamic model to a permanent, static one, which carried a series of 
significant roles with it.    
 The construction of the Temple of Solomon also transformed the status of 
Jerusalem as a city: Jerusalem became the city of God, the divinely chosen dwelling 
place (Ps. 78:68; 132:13).
104
 The Ark of the Covenant of the Lord was no longer 
transported from one place to another. It was placed in the innermost room of the 
Jerusalem Temple as a permanent dwelling place. “By the very presence of the ark in 
Jerusalem,” as Japhet notes, “the city becomes holy and the unifying religious center of 
all Israel.”105 The function of the Jerusalem Temple as a permanent resting place for the 
Ark of the Covenant, the most sacred cultic object in the history of Israel, signified the 
dwelling presence of God in Jerusalem. Often in the face of the national crises that 
involved military and diplomatic challenges, the fate of Jerusalem was directly connected 
to the fate of Israel as a nation. Aside from the historical and political implications of 
these occasions, the deliverance of Jerusalem “inevitably meant that Jerusalem was 
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protected by God,” having “far-reaching and long-lasting theological ramifications.”106 
The presence of God in the Jerusalem Temple meant the assurance of the availability of 
divine support and protection for Israel.
107
   
The selection of Jerusalem as the fixed location of the Temple also has significant 
social, political, and economic implications. The Temple of Solomon as the static 
centralized model of sacred space served to function as a centralizing force in generating 
a shared religious and political identity. Perhaps the significant role of the cult in 
fostering communal, social and even political identity is best exemplified in the passage 
in 1 Kgs. 12:25-33, where the centralized cultic obligation of making the pilgrimage to 
Jerusalem was seen as a potential threat to recreate the political allegiance among the 
people. Several key verses are: 
26 Then Jeroboam said to himself, “Now the kingdom may well revert to the  
house of David. 27 If this people continues to go up to offer sacrifices in the  
house of the LORD at Jerusalem, the heart of this people will turn again to their  
master, King Rehoboam of Judah; they will kill me and return to King Rehoboam  
of Judah” (1 Kgs. 12:26-27, NRSV). 
 
Here the text explicitly emphasizes the centralizing force of the cultic obligation in 
forming the communal and political identity of the people. To compete with the 
Jerusalem Temple, Jeroboam established two new centers of worship within his own 
territory: one in the far north (Dan) and the other in the far south (Bethel). In order to 
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prevent people from making the pilgrimage to Jerusalem, the establishment of the new 
centralized cultic centers by Jeroboam required the entire restructuring of “both the 
people, creating a new priesthood (12:31), and time, ordaining new festivals (12:32), as 
part of his creation of static sacred places for the Kingdom of Israel.”108 
 The significance of the Jerusalem Temple as the static centralized sacred space on 
an economic level was paramount. Meyers comments on the economic implications of 
the Jerusalem Temple, arguing for what made the Temple a suitable and safe depository 
of national assets: 
The Temple, with its treasures and treasuries, was a national bank of sorts. It was  
a stronghold, safely situated in the most defensible part of the Jerusalem  
landscape. … ninety side chambers of the Temple provided storage for more than  
the cultic objects used in the rituals of the hêkal and the court. …The sacred space  
of the temple building itself, off-limits to all but a small group of priests, offered  
maximum security for the resources of the realm.
109
 
 
The composition of national assets for the Jerusalem Temple depended on several 
different sources. Some of the revenue of the state, first of all, came from the economic 
surplus produced by the procurement of sacrificial animals and other cultic necessities. 
“The movement of large numbers of people in and out of Jerusalem, both at the 
pilgrimage festivals and at other times in the year,” as Kunin points out, “would also be 
additions to the economic structure of Jerusalem as a whole.”110 Besides, the tribute of 
the foreigners was also brought into the temple treasuries, as seen in 1 Kings 7:51, where 
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Solomon brought into the temple treasuries all the precious materials, such as “the silver, 
the gold, and the vessels” that David once dedicated to the Lord. The kings of Judah 
brought precious gifts and offerings into the temple treasuries (e.g., 1 Kgs. 15:15 [Asa]; 2 
Kgs. 12:18 [Eng. 12:19; Jehoshaphat, Jehoram, Ahaziah]), although they sometimes had 
to withdraw funds from the temple treasury, as well as from the palace treasuries in order 
to pay tribute to foreign nations (1 Kgs. 15:18 [Asa to Ben-hadad, the king of Aram]; 2 
Kgs. 12:19 [Jehoash to Hazael, the king of Aram]; 16:8 [Ahaz to Tiglath-pileser, the king 
of Assyria]; 18:15 [Hezekiah to Sennacherib, the king of Assyria]).      
 Michael P. O’Connor, in his study of biblical cities entitled “The Biblical Notion 
of the City,” suggests a functional typology of biblical cities, such as bureaucratic, 
industrial, and ceremonial cities.
111
 With this functional typology, O’Connor defines 
Jerusalem functionally as both being bureaucratic and ceremonial. Jerusalem was a 
bureaucratic city, functioning as “an administrative center for a region,” whose “primary 
purpose is the collection of taxes paid in kind.”112 It was also a ceremonial city, which 
would serve as “a center for the regulation of the symbols that undergird and constitute a 
society.”113 As part of Jerusalem’s role as a ceremonial city, the function of Jerusalem as 
a pilgrimage site has significant implications that are to be noted. Jerusalem represented 
the only acceptable site for Israelite pilgrimage and public worship throughout Israel’s 
monarchy, as well as during the Post-exilic period.  
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Victor Turner, who has laid much of the anthropological groundwork for the 
analysis of pilgrimages, distinguishes between pilgrimage shrines which tend to be 
singular with a focus of wider group identity and local shrines which tend to emphasize a 
narrower focus of group identity.
114
 The ideological and centralized model of biblical 
space, represented by the Temple of Solomon, shares some key elements of the 
pilgrimage shrines, in the sense that they reflect a wider extent of Israelite cultural and 
religious identity. Israelite pilgrimage festivals, which were closely connected with the 
celebration of the key events for the birth of Israel as a nation set apart and as a covenant 
people of God, served to annually revalidate the distinction between Israel and the 
nations on a wider and societal level. The use of Jerusalem as a pilgrimage site and a 
space for religious gatherings reflected to a wider extent Israel’s cultural and religious 
identity. The pilgrimage shrines in Turner’s model, which “tend to be located on the 
periphery of cities, towns, or other well-demarcated territorial units,”115 however, are still 
to be differentiated from the ideological model of the Jerusalem Temple, which has fixed 
location in Jerusalem, the center of cultural, political, and religious space for Israel.  
Jon L. Berquist points out several distinctive characteristics of Jerusalem as 
geography and space that are often ignored or not fully addressed. He proposes new uses 
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of space for Jerusalem.
116
 Berquist demonstrates how the use of space constructs 
Jerusalem:  
Besides urbanization, three changes are quickly apparent. First, Jerusalem  
functioned as a place for a non-agricultural life in the midst of a mostly agrarian  
society. In David’s time, the city of David had functioned as a military garrison,  
the stronghold of Zion … Second, Jerusalem was a place of politics and  
symbolism, a site for palaces and other landmarks of power. In this sense, it was a 
government city. … Third, Jerusalem was a place of worship, centered around a  
temple … As a worship center, Jerusalem would be a space for celebration and  
gatherings. The worship function also solved a key logistical problem of an  
urbanized Jerusalem. Since the city was not an agricultural area and since it was 
 at a higher elevation, the feeding and survival of the populace required the  
transportation of foodstuffs from lower elevations upward into Jerusalem. The  
cultic practices of the temple required people from surrounding areas to visit  
Jerusalem bringing grain, oil, livestock, and other food items.
117
   
 
From a functional perspective, Jerusalem was used as “a space for celebration, a place to 
visit for religious gatherings and political spectacle,” rather than as an urban population 
center, “a space for living and residency.”118   
 The blend of political and religious implications for the Jerusalem Temple can be 
further noted by its architectural and structural proximity to the royal palace building.
119
 
The palace-temple complex was a widespread architectural trait found in ancient Near 
Eastern temples. The Temple of Solomon standing adjacent to the royal palace 
functioned both as “a palace chapel, the private temple of the king and his household” 
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and as the official national sanctuary, the center of worship for all Israel.
120
 However, the 
principal symbolic function of the Temple, above all, was the house of God, “a place for 
you [God] to dwell in forever” (1 Kgs. 8:13, NRSV) and “a place there for the Ark, 
containing the covenant” (1 Kgs. 8:21, TNK). Notably, the Temple of Solomon was also 
described as “a house for the name of the LORD,” “a house for my [Yahweh’s] name” (1 
Kgs. 8:16-20; 9:3, 7, NRSV). Here the divine presence was represented by the name of 
Yahweh: “My name shall abide there” (1 Kgs. 8:29; cf., 8:16; Deut. 12:5, 11). No real 
distinction was made between building a house for the LORD and building a house for 
His name: an absolute identification of the LORD with His name.
121
 God’s presence 
would be available wherever the “name of Yahweh” would be present. Aside from the 
functions of the Temple of Solomon as both “a place for you [God] to dwell in forever” 
(1 Kgs. 8:13, NRSV) and “a place there for the Ark, containing the covenant” (1 Kgs. 
8:21, TNK), the Jerusalem Temple served as a reminder of the presence of God available 
amidst Israel that was also imprinted in the Covenant, without depending on the concept 
of his transcendence.  
Solomon’s dedicatory prayer (1 Kgs. 8:22-53; 2 Chr. 6:12-42) occasioned for the 
dedication of the Jerusalem Temple
122
 poses a profound yet perplexing question in regard 
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regard to the functions of the Temple in association with the essence of the divine 
presence: “But will God indeed dwell on the earth? Behold, heaven and the highest 
heaven cannot contain thee; how much less this house which I have built!” (1 Kgs. 8:27, 
RSV). While God might be present in many places that belonged to the heavenly and 
earthly realms, including heaven and the Temple, none of these places could completely 
contain Him. The reconciliation of this paradoxical tension between God’s static presence 
in the Temple and God’s transcendence in the whole cosmos is well demonstrated in the 
subsequent verses of 1 Kings 8 (vv. 28-53): while God’s dwelling presence cannot be 
confined to an earthly temple, God will hear “in heaven,” his heavenly abode (e.g., 
“heaven, your dwelling place” in vv. 39, 43, 49), when the faithful pray toward the 
Temple (v. 32, 34, 36, 39, 43, 45, 49). Upon hearing in heaven, his heavenly abode, God 
will come down to the earth to answer the prayers of the people and to act for them: he 
will judge, forgive, bring them back to the land, and act accordingly in response to their 
prayers. “The theology of divine presence as regards the Temple,” as Seow also points 
out, “is carefully nuanced” in a way that the biblical theologians can “affirm 
simultaneously the transcendence (remoteness) and immanence (nearness) of God.”123 
Indeed, the Temple of Solomon functioned as a house of prayer, where God’s active 
presence could be available among the faithful who prayed to Him.   
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5.4 Decentralized or Other Localized Models of Sacred Space 
The decentralized models of sacred space developed in the Former Prophets and 
the books of Chronicles include numerous examples of open cultic sites, high places, and 
sanctuaries, many of which involve the names of cultic places in the land of Israel, such 
as Gilgal, Shiloh, Shechem, Mount Carmel, Mount Gerizim, Mount Ebal, Beer-sheba, 
Mizpah in Benjamin, Gibeon, Ophrah, Dan, and Bethel.
124
 Some of these places had 
associations with their own sanctuaries built long before the construction of Solomon’s 
Temple in Jerusalem. Others included the story of how they were established as sacred or 
how they became the site for the later sanctuary of Yahweh (e.g., Bethel, Ophrah, 
Dan).
125
 Most of these places, including Mizpah, Gibeon, and Mount Carmel, were 
mentioned in the biblical text without a narrative explaining the ascription of its status as 
a sacred place. For instance, Mount Carmel, which was selected as the meeting place of 
the contest between Elijah and the 450 prophets of Baal and the 400 prophets of Asherah 
(1 Kgs. 18:19-40),
126
 was already an established holy place with an altar built on it before 
the occurrence of this event: “he [Elijah] repaired the altar of the LORD that had been 
thrown down” (1 Kgs. 18:30, NRSV). Elijah was described as repairing the altar that had 
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already existed, rather than building a new one.
127
 The prophet Elisha also selected 
Mount Carmel, the mountain with a reputation for the manifestation of the power of 
Yahweh over Baal, as the place where he occasionally went up for his own spiritual 
retreat (2 Kgs. 2:25; 4:25).    
Not all these examples of holy places will be treated with equal attention in this 
dissertation. Whereas some places receive more attention, other places will not be 
discussed in a detailed manner, but only in passing. Some of the places such as Shiloh 
and Gibeon have already been mentioned in conjunction with the Ark of God and the 
Tabernacle in the first section of this chapter. The next segment of this chapter consists of 
three subsections: 1) Shechem as a sacred space: a significant cultic and political center, 
2) Dan and Bethel as sacred space: cultic centers and rival sanctuaries to Solomon’s 
Temple, and 3) Reforms of Hezekiah and Josiah vs. Cultic Installations: b  ôt (twmb), 
         (twbCm), ʾ     m (~yrva).  
Each of these subsections sheds significant light on the meanings, significance, 
and functions of biblical sacred space in its own distinctive right. Shechem had played a 
decisive role at the critical turning points of the history of ancient Israel, such as the time 
of Israel’s wanderings in the wilderness, the time of the Judges, the time of the Monarchy, 
and even the time of the Babylonian exile.
128
 As the official sanctuaries of the Northern 
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Kingdom of Israel, the temples in Bethel and Dan functioned as the centralized models of 
sacred space in some sense. These sanctuaries, however, performed their functions as 
rival sanctuaries to Solomon’s Temple in Jerusalem as well. Lastly, the discussion of the 
reforms of Hezekiah and Josiah provides the context for gaining a better understanding of 
the interrelationship between the centralized and decentralized models of biblical sacred 
space, between the official cult and the popular religion, and between what would be 
normative and what would be heterodox in terms of worship and cultic life for ancient 
Israel. Particular attention will be given to the reform measures of Hezekiah and Josiah, 
which can serve as evidence for the prevalent presence and persistent practice of the 
contesting nature of the high places (b  ôt, twmb), with their associated cultic objects 
throughout the land, such as the altars, the sacred poles (ʾ     m, ~yrva), and the sacred 
pillars (        , twbCm). 
 
5.4.1 Shechem as a Sacred Place and a Cultic and Political Center    
Various local cultic places attained a reputation as prominent sacred places, 
making an indisputable impact on ancient Israelite cultic life. Shechem and its environs 
became the location of numerous significant events in biblical history. Shechem was first 
mentioned in Genesis 12:6-7, where the Lord appeared to Abraham there and promised 
the land to his descendants. In response to his sacred encounter with God, Abraham built 
                                                                                                                                                                     
Jerusalem was in fact the only sanctuary for the Lord, and that worship of the God of Israel was not 
permitted in other places as well, either in the land of Israel or abroad” (136). For a general discussion on 
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an altar there (Gen. 12:7). The second occurrence of Shechem figured in Genesis 33:18-
20, where Jacob purchased a plot of land in Shechem from the sons of Hamor, Shechem’s 
father,
129
 on his way to return from Paddan-Aram with Leah and Rachel after the partial 
reunion with his brother Esau (Gen. 33:1-17). There, Jacob built an altar, which he called 
El-Elohe-Israel (ʾ l ʾ lōh  yi   ʾ l, larfy yhla la), meaning “El is the God of Israel” (v. 
20). In this field of Shechem, Joseph’s remains that the Israelites under Moses and Aaron 
brought out of Egypt with them at the Exodus, were also believed to have been buried 
(Josh. 24:32; cf., Gen. 50:25; Exod. 13:19).  
Aside from the significance of Shechem as an open cultic site in Genesis, the 
prominent position of Shechem as an important Canaanite city can further be recognized. 
From at least the beginning of the second millennium B.C.E., Shechem was an influential 
ancient Canaanite city strategically positioned at the end of the narrow passage between 
the two highest mountains in central Palestine, Mount Gerizim on the south and Mount 
Ebal on the north.
130
 The militarily strategic location of this ancient Canaanite city of 
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Shechem was characterized by its “abundant supply of water, sufficient agricultural land 
to meet the basic needs of the population, and access to roads or other channels of 
communication.”131 Situated in the advantageous location where a network of vital trade 
routes converged and channeled through the pass between Ebal and Gerizim, Shechem 
was also an important commercial center. Among the epigraphic evidences, Shechem 
was mentioned as a Canaanite city in the El Amarna Letters of the fourteenth century 
B.C.E. In a diplomatic correspondence between the Pharaoh and the governor of Megiddo, 
Biridiya (e.g., Letter 244), the governor of Megiddo, was accusing the governor of 
Shechem [i.e., Labayu] of raiding the city of Megiddo, seeking military support from 
Pharaoh.
132
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The book of Joshua contains two accounts that narrated the covenant renewal 
ceremonies at Shechem in the time of Joshua (Josh. 8:30-35; 24:1-28). In these two 
accounts, Joshua was portrayed as carrying out the divine commands once given to the 
Israelites by Moses at the ceremonies at Shechem (Deut. 27:1-26; cf., Deut. 11:26-32).  
The correspondence between the commands of Moses in Deuteronomy 27 and the actions 
of Joshua in Joshua 8 are remarkably noticeable. First, Moses’ command of the erection 
of an altar of unhewn stones for sacrifice (Deut. 27:5) was executed by Joshua on Mount 
Ebal “just as Moses the servant of the LORD had commanded the Israelites” (Josh. 8:30a, 
NRSV). Secondly, Moses’ command of the inscription of the Torah on the stones (Deut. 
27:2-3) was also implemented by Joshua: “And there, in the presence of the Israelites, 
Joshua wrote on the stones a copy of the law of Moses, which he had written” (Josh. 8:32, 
NRSV). Thirdly, Moses’ command of the pronouncement of the blessings and curses 
(Deut. 27:11-13) had also been carried out (Josh. 8:33-34). The tribes arranged 
themselves: six on Mount Gerizim and the other six on Mount Ebal. When the Ark of the 
Covenant was carried by the Levitical priests, Joshua read “all the words of the law, 
blessings and curses” before the people (Josh. 8:34). Lastly, the description of this ritual 
ceremony in Joshua 8 was patterned after the ritual in Deuteronomy (Deut. 31:9-13), 
emphasizing the inclusive nature of the responsibility of covenant observance. The 
covenant observance applied not only to Israelite males, but also to women, minors, and 
aliens (Josh. 8:35).
133
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The final meeting of Joshua with the people of Israel was a great convocation of 
all the tribes of Israel convened at Shechem, this time for covenant renewal of the people 
(Josh. 24:1-28).
134
 Joshua united the tribes of Israel under his leadership in the covenant 
faith of the Lord, fulfilling the commands of Moses (cf., Deut. 11; 27; 31). The portrayal 
of the scale of this gathering at Shechem was reminiscent of the great assembly at the 
central sanctuary of Shiloh: “Then Joshua gathered all the tribes of Israel to Shechem, 
and summoned the elders, the heads, the judges, and the officers of Israel” (Josh. 24:1a, 
NRSV; cf., 18:1). As a site associated with the history of Israel’s loyalty to Yahweh (Gen. 
35:2-4; Deut. 27:4-26; Josh. 8:30-35; Judg. 8:33; 9:4, 46), Shechem was a suitable 
location for this occasion of covenant renewal. Apparently, some sort of tribal 
confederation was formally instituted with the covenant renewal ceremony at Shechem. 
The use of the phrase “and they presented themselves before God” (Josh. 24:1b) most 
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likely in the presence of the Ark (cf., Josh. 8:33), as Menahem Haran suggests, possibly 
“implies that the ark was then for a time in that place near Shechem.”135 The occasion of 
this great convocation at Shechem pointed to the function of Shechem as the center of the 
Israelite tribal confederation at least for a time, probably until the central shrine was 
located at Shiloh, where the Ark of the Lord was temporarily housed and where the tribes 
of Israel could assemble for the great cultic feasts. The convocation at Shechem bolstered 
the enjoinment of the twelve Israelite tribes “in a pact which sealed their religious unity 
and established a certain form of a national unity” among them.136 In the early stage of 
Israel’s settlement in the land of Canaan, the Israelite tribal system was a type of tribal 
confederation which could unite all of Israel under the covenantal faith of the Lord, 
around the sanctuary of the Ark of the Covenant, where all the tribes of Israel assembled 
for the great religious ceremonies. 
Aside from the function of Shechem as the center of the Israelite tribal 
confederation in the early stage of the Israelite settlement into the land of Canaan, one 
must also note that Shechem was also listed among the six cities of refuge (Josh. 20:7), as 
well as among the forty-eight Levitical cities (Josh. 21:21). A detailed discussion of the 
meanings and functions of the cities of refuge, as well as those of the Levitical cities, 
goes beyond the scope of this dissertation.
137
 However, a brief examination of the 
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function of a refuge city and a Levitical city will be helpful for understanding the 
topographies of Shechem as geography and space. The legislation of the forty-eight 
Levitical cities (Josh. 21:1-42; cf. Num. 18:20; 35:1-8; 1 Chr. 6:54-81) reflects an 
administrative concern for constituting a network for integrating the Levites who had no 
inheritance (Josh. 13:14, 33; 18:7; Deut. 10:8-9) into the unity of Israel.
138
 Similarly, the 
establishment of cities of refuge also reflects an administrative concern. The purpose of 
the establishment of cities of refuge was “to offer protection for those who had 
inadvertently killed another human being,” designating the six refuge cities with three 
towns on each side of the Jordan (Josh. 20:1-9), which “were strategically located so that 
none lay outside a day’s journey from any point in Israel.”139 Though the question of 
whether these six refuge cities were associated with sanctuaries or the marked location of 
an altar, which served to impart holiness, is uncertain, the function of these cities 
manifests the recognition of “the need to establish social structures that mitigate the cycle 
of retaliatory justice” within the covenant tradition.140  
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The prominent position of Shechem as a strategically important cultic and 
political center in Israelite life can be further evidenced both in the time of the Judges and 
during the Israelite monarchy. Shechem, once a site of covenant renewal ceremony and 
the place of the ancient Israelite tribal gathering (Josh. 24), became the place where the 
institution of kingship first briefly broke into the tribal life of Israel before the 
establishment of the Israelite monarchy (Judg. 8:22-9:57).
141
 In the time of the Judges, 
Abimelech, a son of Gideon’s concubine, tried to seize the kingship that his father 
Gideon once overtly rejected (cf., Judg. 8:22-23), by asserting the relationship that united 
him to his mother’s clan at Shechem (Judg. 9:1-3).142 He got rid of all potential rivals, 
killing his half-brothers, Gideon’s seventy sons, except Jotham, the youngest brother, and 
was declared “king” by the men of Shechem and the house of Beth-millo (a subdivision 
of Shechem) near a sacred pillar within Shechem (Judg. 9:4-6). Though Abimelech 
imposed his rule over Israel with Shechem as the chef city of his “kingdom” for three 
years (Judg. 9:22), Abimelech’s rule was neither an exercise of judgeship nor that of 
kingship which terminated with an isolated episode affecting only the Canaanite town of 
Shechem and a few Israelite clans.
143
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Another episode of the story of Shechem as a strategically important location in 
Israelite life came in the beginning years of the Israelite monarchy. Solomon’s son, 
Rehoboam, who was initially invited to become the king of the United Monarchy of 
Israel according to the dynastic principle, immediately found himself in a national 
assembly at Shechem negotiating with the discontented representatives of the northern 
tribes over how his kingship was to be exercised (1 Kgs. 12:1-24; 2 Chr. 10:1-18). The 
ten northern tribes revolted against Rehoboam’s kingship and invited Jeroboam, the head 
of the northern tribes,
144
 who also played a leading role in the proceedings at the 
assembly at Shechem, to become their king instead. While Rehoboam fled to Jerusalem 
and became the king of Judah (i.e., the southern kingdom of Israel),
145
 Jeroboam, the new 
new “king over all Israel” (1 Kgs. 12:20), rebuilt and fortified the city of Shechem in the 
hill country of Ephraim as the capital of his kingdom, and resided there (1 Kgs. 12:25). 
Shechem, which seemed to be eclipsed by Shiloh during the period of the Judges, here 
functioned again as a strategic place for holding a national assembly for the important 
political proceedings which made impact on the history of the Israelite monarchy, as well 
as became the capital of the northern kingdom of Israel.  
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David A. Dorsey has reconstructed the road network of central Samaria, which 
converged and channeled through the area of Shechem, identifying the courses of more 
than twenty Iron Age roads through his archaeological surveys.
146
 The significance of 
Shechem as a strategically advantageous location to be a social, political, and religious 
center in ancient Israelite life was epitomized by Dorsey: 
Shechem, guarding the Gerizim-Ebal Pass, was the hub of this well-developed  
road network. Its strategic location meant that whoever controlled Shechem 
controlled the entire hill country between Bethel and the Jezreel Valley. Not  
surprisingly, therefore, power struggles in the area repeatedly focused on  
Shechem during the biblical period. Labayu, Jacob, Joshua, Abimelech, Jeroboam,  
and Rehoboam are only a few of the names associated with the city’s political  
vicissitudes.
147
 
 
Throughout the ancient Israelite history, Shechem represented an important biblical 
sacred space which functioned not only as an important sacred site and the cultic, 
religious center, but also as the socio-economic and political center of Israel’s life. 
Shechem was once a sacred site visited by the patriarchs (e.g., Abraham and Jacob) and 
an important cultic site for the tribal confederate assembly for covenant renewal (e.g., 
Joshua). It also became the scene of decisive political struggles during the Judges (e.g., 
Abimelech) and during the Monarchy (e.g., Jeroboam and Rehoboam). Furthermore, the 
significance of Shechem as a strategically important region was also recognized by Egypt 
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and other neighboring political powers that tried to seize the dominion over it (e.g., 
Labayu).   
 
5.4.2 Dan and Bethel as Cultic Centers and Rival Sanctuaries to Jerusalem Temple 
Dan and Bethel were known for becoming the two cultic centers established by 
Jeroboam for the Northern Kingdom of Israel. Despite the clear political division 
between Judah and Israel as two distinct national states, Judah and Israel were still 
“brethren/brothers/kindred,” one people united by their religion (1 Kgs. 12:24; cf. 2 Chr. 
28:11).
148
 What really held all Israel together as one people was their covenantal fidelity 
to the Lord, their religious identity as the people of God. For this reason, Jeroboam 
devised the religious schism to perpetuate the political division with Judah by setting up 
the two rival centers of worship to Jerusalem within his own territory: Dan in the far 
north and Bethel in the far south. He erected the two golden calves as the cultic symbols, 
each at Dan and Bethel, and made them bring their offerings to the shrines he had set up, 
preventing the people from going up to worship at Solomon’s Temple in Jerusalem.  
Jeroboam’s choice of Dan and Bethel as the two rival sanctuaries to Jerusalem 
was probably motivated by their antiquity as cultic sites in Israelite life as well. Both Dan 
and Bethel had older titles to claim than Jerusalem in their antiquity in Israelite tradition. 
First, the origin of Dan as the place of cultic activity dates back to the beginning of the 
period of the Judges. The story of the two successive sanctuaries at Dan is narrated in the 
book of Judges: the domestic shrine of Micah (chap. 17) and the tribal sanctuary of Dan 
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(chap. 18). Whereas both sanctuaries were concerned with being a sanctuary of Yahweh, 
the origins of these sanctuaries were considered unlawful. Apart from the temporal 
setting for both episodes described as the time when “there was no king in Israel; 
everyone did what was right in his eyes” (Judg. 17:6; 18:1, NKJV), a characteristic refrain 
employed in the book of Judges, the foundation stories of both Micah’s shrine and the 
tribal sanctuary of Dan were colored by unlawful actions in defiance of all the rules of the 
Deuteronomic norms. The religious schism of Jeroboam was founded on this illegitimate 
tribal shrine at Dan. These two episodes described in Judges 17-18 do not serve as the 
foundation accounts to buttress the legitimacy of the cultic center at Dan.
149
 Rather, these 
these stories function as the counter accounts which show that the previous sanctuaries 
were illegitimate ones served by an illegitimate priest.  
The antiquity of Bethel, the other cultic center for Jeroboam’s religious schism, is 
unquestionable, despite the fact that its founding story is not preserved. As already noted, 
Bethel, in Israelite tradition, traces its origins back to the time of the Patriarchs. The site 
was hallowed by the memory of the patriarchs, Abraham and Jacob. Bethel is first 
mentioned in passing in Genesis 12, where Abraham erected an altar in Canaan as his 
second camping station between Bethel and Ai (Gen. 12:8). Then, a more detailed 
account in Genesis 28:10-22 refers to the erection of a pillar set up by Jacob. Here the 
expression “God’s house” (    ʾ lōh  , ~yhla tyb), was already used (vv. 17, 22) not 
only as a designation for the place where God came to meet Jacob, but also seemed to 
serve as a hint that foreshadowed the longer range future of the sanctuary at Bethel. 
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Another account of Bethel as a cultic site was again associated with Jacob, who went on 
pilgrimage from Shechem to Bethel and set up an altar there as well as a pillar of sacred 
stone (Gen. 35:1-9, 14-15). The erection of the stone pillar and the explanation of the 
naming of the place as “Bethel” in Gen. 35:14-15 were a repetition of what was done in 
Gen. 28:18-19. Both accounts reveal that the original name of the place was Luz, a 
Canaanite name (Gen. 28:19; 35:6).  
During the time of the Judges, Bethel was mentioned as the place for the Israelite 
tribal gatherings during the time of urgency. The Israelites gathered before Yahweh at 
Bethel to inquire of him, to fast and weep before him, and to offer sacrifices (Judg. 20:18, 
26-28; 21:2). Even the Ark of the Covenant was there for a time (Judg. 20:28). In 1 
Samuel 10:3, three men seemed to make pilgrimage up to God at Bethel “for purposes of 
worship,”150 carrying items for sacrifice: “one carrying three kids, another carrying three 
loaves of bread, and another carrying a skin of wine” (v. 3b).  
Following the break-up of the United Monarchy, Bethel was established by 
Jeroboam as an important cultic center for the Northern Kingdom of Israel. Like 
Solomon’s Temple at Jerusalem, Jeroboam’s sanctuary at Bethel was a royal sanctuary, a 
state temple that was built by the king (cf., Amos 7:10-18). However, in contrast to the 
Temple of Solomon which was divinely initiated and sanctioned by God, Jeroboam’s cult 
at Bethel and the sanctuary were not divinely initiated; they were the products of human 
endeavor from Jeroboam’s own initiative. Jeroboam made “houses on high places” and 
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staffed the Bethel sanctuary with priests who were non-Levites (1 Kgs. 12:31). He also 
appointed a new festival on his own in order to compete with the festival in Judah (1 Kgs. 
12:32). Later, the altar of Bethel and the high place erected by Jeroboam were reported to 
have been pulled down and burned by Josiah during his great reform (2 Kgs. 23:15). 
Though Bethel was an important cultic site for the patriarchs and the place for the trial 
gathering in times of crisis, the royal sanctuary at Bethel could not escape the divine 
judgment: it was to be condemned along with the one at Dan (2 Kgs. 10:29).
151
   
 
5.4.3 Contesting “High Places” [bāmôt] as Sacred Space & the Reforms of Hezekiah & 
Josiah 
 
 The establishment of the centralized models of sacred space, exemplified by the 
official sanctuaries of the Israelite monarchy, did not imply the replacement of other 
decentralized models of sacred space. Neither the Jerusalem Temple of Judah nor the 
Israelite temples of Dan and Bethel ever replaced the other local cultic places of worship. 
Despite the establishment of these official sanctuaries, the people of Judah and Israel 
continued to go to “high places” called b  ôt (twmb) to offer sacrifices and burn 
incense.
152
  In the Deuteronomistic History and the books of Chronicles, the high places 
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b  ôt (twmb) were to be viewed as acceptable worship sites prior to the construction of 
the Temple of Solomon at Jerusalem.
153
 Once the Temple was constructed, however, the 
only acceptable site of the worship of Yahweh became the Temple at Jerusalem. As 
LaRocca-Pitts concludes, “bamot in and of themselves are neither legitimate nor 
illegitimate”: by competing with the Jerusalem Temple, the b  ôt (twmb) become 
illegitimate.
154
 Both the books of Kings and Chronicles praised Hezekiah and Josiah
155
 
for suppressing the high places in their religious reforms (2 Kgs. 18:3-4; 23:5, 8-9; 2 Chr. 
31:1; 34:3).    
The Hebrew word b m h (hmb)/b môt (twmb) [sg./pl.] has no known verbal root 
in Hebrew, but has cognates in both Ugaritic and Akkadian.
156
 This word has several 
different meanings presented in the Hebrew Bible. First, it can mean any elevated ground, 
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such as the “slopes,” “hills,” or “sides” of the mountains, occurring only in the plural (2 
Sam. 1:19, 25; Jer. 26:18; Mic. 3:12), associated with the cognate word in Akkadian 
b m tu (also in the plural). It can also mean “torso, trunk,” “side,” “flank,” or “back” of 
an animal, whose cognate words could be found both in Akkadian b m(a)tu, b ntu as 
well as in Ugaritic bmt/b matu. With these meanings, the word occurs in the Hebrew 
Bible “as an object of the verbs drk (stride, trample), rkb (ride) or ‘lh ‘ l (ascend 
upon).”157 Consequently, the general scholarly consensus affirms that this word b m h 
(hmb)/b môt (twmb) “can refer both to a part of the body (‘back,’ although the exact 
reference is disputed) and to a part of the landscape (a ‘high place’).”158 None of the 
references that have the cognates in Ugaritic or Akkadian, however, seem to have direct 
associations with cultic settings. The whole range of another meaning for this word 
b m h (hmb)/b môt (twmb), which occurred primarily in a cultic context, is still to be 
investigated.  
The Hebrew word b m h (hmb)/b môt (twmb) occurs about a hundred times as 
cultic references in the Hebrew Bible.
159
 What this word exactly signified in terms of its 
function, location, structure, and its categorical type as a sacred space requires further 
clarification. The descriptions of the topographical settings of b môt (twmb) in the biblical 
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text, however, may shed some light on the clarification of the meaning of the word b môt 
(twmb). Many examples of high places were described as standing on the heights of 
Palestine. In 1 Samuel 9, where Saul’s anointing by Samuel was narrated, the shrine 
(“high place,” b m h [hmb]) was located on a hill or raised platform where men should 
“go up” (vv. 13, 14, 19) and come “down” from it (v. 25). The “high place” built by 
Solomon for Chemosh and Molech was also situated “on the mountain of the Ammonites, 
on the mountain east of Jerusalem” (1 Kgs. 11:7). King Ahaz of Judah also sacrificed and 
made offerings on the high places, “on the hills, and under every green tree” (2 Kgs. 
16:4).   
However, not all the high places were built on uninhabited hills. The practice of 
building high places in every town went along with the setting up of pillars and sacred 
poles “on every high hill and under every green tree” (2 Kgs. 17:9-10).160 The b môt 
(twmb) are said to have been in all “the cities” in which the people of Samaria, the former 
Northern Kingdom of Israel, lived (2 Kgs. 17:29), in the city of Gibeon (1 Chr. 16:39; 
21:29; 2 Chr. 1:3, 13), “at the cities of Judah and around Jerusalem” (2 Kgs. 23:5) and 
even at the entrance of the gate of Jerusalem (2 Kgs. 23:8). Besides, the “b môt houses” 
(Or, “houses of b môt”: sg. b   h        [twmBh tyb]; pl.  o    h        [twmBh yTb]) 
were found “in the cities of Samaria” (1 Kgs. 13:32; 2 Kgs. 17:29; 23:19). The priests of 
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b môt (twmb) are also said to have been installed and positioned “in Bethel” (1 Kgs. 
12:32), in all the cities of Samaria (2 Kgs. 17:32), and evidently in “the towns of Judah,” 
“from Geba to Beer-sheba” (2 Kgs. 23:8-9). In Ezekiel 6, Yahweh pronounced the 
destruction even on both “the mountains and the hills” and “the ravines and the valleys” 
for being the topographical settings for the high places (Ezek. 6:3). In fact, the b m h 
(hmb) of Topheth, where the sacrifice of children on the burning platform occurred, is 
said to have been “in the Valley of the Ben-hinnom” (Jer. 7:31-32, TNK; Jer. 32:35; cf., 
Jer. 19:5; 2 Kgs. 23:10). Various topographical locations of b m h (hmb)/b môt (twmb) 
clearly attest to the prevalent practice of the construction of the high places and their 
ubiquitous presence throughout Judah and Israel. The ubiquity of b m h (hmb)/b môt 
(twmb) in various topographical locations also indicates that the idea of an elevated 
location of hill or mountain was not contained in the word b m h (hmb) itself.   
The book of Isaiah contains the reference to a b m h outside Israel in Israel’s 
neighboring country as well. In an oracle of judgment against Moab (Isa. 15:1-16:14), the 
prophet Isaiah reports of a b m h (hmb) in the Moabite city of Dibon: “The daughter of 
Dibon has gone up to the high places to weep; over Nebo and over Medeba Moab wails” 
(Isa. 15:2, RSV; cf., Isa. 16:12).
161
 Here Nebo, a Moabite city near Heshbon, was 
mentioned on the Moabite stele of king Mesha.
162
 The Mesha Inscription also contains 
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 For an analysis of the different renderings of this verse, see W. Boyd Barrick, “The Bamoth of 
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the word bmt (e.g., line 3), the Moabite form of the Hebrew noun b m h (hmb), serving 
as the only extant extra-biblical reference to the term b m h (hmb) outside Israel.163 The 
bmt that the Moabite king Mesha built for Chemosh, the god of the Moabites, probably 
existed within the city as a sanctuary complex.
164
  
The types of the Hebrew verbs used in the descriptions of the destruction of the 
high places, as well as of their construction, shed some significant light on the further 
clarification of the b m h (hmb)/b môt (twmb) in their categorization of forms. Numerous 
biblical references give testimony that the b môt (twmb) were typically artificial, man-
made objects, rather than naturally evolving cultic sites. They had been “built” [Heb. hnb, 
bnh] (1 Kgs. 11:7; 14:23; 2 Kgs. 17:9; 21:3; 23:13; Jer. 7:31; 19:5; 32:35; 2 Chr. 33:3, 19) 
                                                                                                                                                                     
Eastern Texts Relating to the Old Testament, edited by James B. Pritchard, 3
rd
 edition (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1969), 320-21. For a general discussion of the text of the Mesha Inscription, see Klaas A. 
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 See Dearman, “Historical Reconstruction,” in Studies in the Mesha Inscription and Moab, 171. 
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and “made” [Heb. hf[,±a h´] (2 Kgs. 23:15, 19; 2 Chr. 21:11; 28:25; Ezek. 16:16). Thus 
they can also be “pulled down, torn down” [Heb. #tn, nt  ] (2 Kgs. 23:8, 15; 2 Chr. 31:1), 
“ruined, destroyed” [Heb. dba, °abd] (Ezek. 6:3), “defiled” [Heb. amj, ‰m°a] (2 Kgs. 
23:8), “burned” [Heb. @rf, r´f] (2 Kgs. 23:15), and “removed” or “taken away” [Heb. rws, 
sûr] (qal: 1 Kgs.15:14; 22:44; 2 Kgs.12:4 [Eng. 12:3]; 14:4, etc.; hiphil: 2 Kgs. 18:4, 22).   
Menahem Haran asserts that the verb sûr (rws) and its hiphil conjugated form 
h s   (rwsh) used with the b môt (twmb) “cannot appropriately be applied to a building,” 
and thereby that “the       were simple, solid, and exposed constructions, located in the 
open.”165 He goes on to argue that “[I]n one case the high-places are even mentioned in 
explicit contrast to ‘a house for the name of the Lord’ (1 Kgs. 3:2), implying that a 
b m h (hmb) does not fall under the definition of ‘house.’”166 Haran’s description of the 
high places as “simple, solid, and exposed constructions located in the open,” rather than 
a complex structured one, is highly plausible. His arguments against the notion of the 
b m h (hmb) as a “building” or a “house,” however, are not fully convincing. First, the 
verb sûr (rws) and its hiphil conjugated form h s   (rwsh) used with the b môt (twmb) 
could possibly denote a “house- or building-type structure” whose constructions could 
abolished and taken away, one building block at a time. Besides, this verb has several 
different range of meanings, such as “to desert,” “to stop, cease (to be), disappear,” other 
than “to remove, take away, abolish.” The use of this verb with the b môt (twmb) 
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rendered as “to disappear, stop, cease (to be)” could also denote the description of the 
outcome or the final state resulting from a series of the acts of destruction upon the b môt 
(twmb), such as being “pulled down, torn down,” “destroyed,” “defiled,” and “burned.”167   
Furthermore, questions can still be raised when Haran goes on to use the 
testimony of 1 Kings 3:2 as further evidence to rule out the possibility of the definition of 
a b m h (hmb) as a “house.” The text in 1 Kings 3:2 states: “The people were still 
sacrificing on the high places, because there was no house (tyb, bayit) built for the name 
of the LORD until those days.”168 Here the high places seemed to be in explicit contrast 
to a house built for the name of the Lord, since the Jerusalem Temple of Solomon had not 
been built yet. Obviously, the b môt (twmb) could not be compared to a grandiose 
building structure like the Jerusalem Temple. However, the kind of contrast expressed 
here should probably be understood in the sense of the description of the absence of the 
official sanctuary of the Lord in those times rather than in the sense of ruling out the 
definition of a b m h (hmb) as a house or some kind of a building-structure.   
The associations of the b m h (hmb)/b môt (twmb) with cultic settings were 
clearly evident from the verbs used to describe the kind of cultic activities performed in 
the high places by the people or by some of the kings. Many examples are evident: “the 
people still sacrificed and offered in the high places” (1 Kgs. 22:44 [Eng. 22:43, JPS]; cf. 
1 Kgs. 3:2; 2 Kgs. 12:4 [Eng. 12:3]; 14:4, etc.); “only he [King Solomon] sacrificed and 
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burnt incense in high places” (1 Kgs. 3:3, KJV); “And he [King Ahaz] sacrificed and 
offered in the high places, and on the hills, and under every leafy tree” (2 Kgs. 16:4, JPS); 
“the idolatrous priests whom the kings of Judah had ordained to burn incense on the high 
places (2 Kgs. 23:5; NKJV). The major cultic activities taking place at the b m h 
(hmb)/b môt (twmb) are mainly denoted by the verbs   h (xbz, “to sacrifice, offer 
[sacrifice]”) and  t  r (rjq) in the pi‘el conjugation (“to burn incense,” “to let [sacrifice] go 
up in smoke”). These verbs were typically employed to describe the cultic rites, which 
would require a sacrificial altar.  
Some scholars have noted the connection between the b m h (hmb) and an altar, 
classifying the form of the b m h (hmb) as a constructed platform for an altar or the altar 
itself. Patrick H. Vaughan claimed that b m h (hmb) was a cultic platform, “a constructed 
stone platform used for cultic rites.”169 Menahem Haran categorized the b m h (hmb) as a 
a large open-air altar which had the primary singular function of offering sacrifices, in 
contrast with the temple building structure which allowed for multiple functions as a 
divine dwelling-place.
170
 Julius Wellhausen employed the categorical expression, “the 
system of high places (Bamoth),” even applying the term b môt (twmb) to the altars 
constructed by the patriarchs at Shechem, Bethel, and Beersheba, where the word b môt 
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(twmb) did not even appear in reference to these altars in Genesis.171 All these scholars 
seemed to view a b m h (hmb) as something upon which cultic rites could be performed. 
However, one must pay attention to the biblical writers’ use of the verbs   h (xbz) 
and  t  r (rjq) with the preposition b (b, “in, at, within”) prefixed to the word b môt (twmb) 
rather than the preposition ‘al (l[, “on, upon”) in all these biblical references mentioned 
above.
172
 The use of the verbs   h  (xbz) and  t  r (rjq) with the preposition b (b) prefixed 
to the word b môt (twmb) signals the understanding of a b m h (hmb) as “something 
within which cultic acts were performed.”173 However, many translators of the Bible or 
commentators often fail to reflect the unambiguous meaning of this preposition b (“in, at”) 
or recognize it in an inconsistent manner.
174
 Haran and Vaughan choose to go against the 
standard meaning of this preposition b (b), but their reasons for doing so are less 
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compelling. Haran suggests that the reason for the biblical writers’ choice of the 
preposition b (b) instead of the preposition ‘al (l[) “seems to be connected with certain 
architectural details of the b m h the knowledge of which has been lost,” in favor of 
rendering it as “on, upon,” rather than “in, at, or within.”175 Vaughan appeals to the so-
called principle of prepositional “ambiguity” whereby these prepositions b (b) and ‘al (l[) 
can be considered semantically equivalent.
176
 Neither of them offers coherent arguments 
for their choice. The biblical writers’ use of the verbs   h (xbz) and  t  r (rjq) with the 
preposition b (b, meaning “in, at”) prefixed to the b môt (twmb) convincingly suggests 
that the b môt (twmb) must have contained altars of one sort or another for sacrificial rites 
to be performed. Rather than a piece of cultic furniture like a simple platform or an open-
air altar upon which cultic acts could be conducted, the biblical writers’ use of the term 
seemed to point to the idea of a b m h (hmb) as a cultic “installation within which cultic 
furniture could be housed and used.”177  
Little is known in the biblical text about the architectural details of the appearance 
and furnishing of a b m h (hmb). However, some references to the b m h (hmb)/b môt 
(twmb) in the biblical text further provide some clues to the basic architectural or 
categorical type of a b m h (hmb). One of such clues comes from the extensive 
description of a b m h (hmb) presented in 1 Samuel 9, where Samuel was expected to 
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preside at a sacrifice that will be held at the “high place” (b m h, hmb), associated with 
the town of Zuph. Sacrifices at this b m h (hmb) provided occasions for a gathering of 
invited guests to eat the sacrificial meal at the high place, after the portions of the animal 
dedicated to God were to be burned: “before he [Samuel] goes up to the high place to eat; 
for the people will not eat till he comes, since he must bless the sacrifice” (1 Sam. 9:13, 
RSV). The b m h (hmb) had a li k  (hkvl, “room, chamber, hall”), which could hold 
about thirty guests and where the invited guests ate the sacrificial meal; Saul was the 
honored guest (1 Sam. 9:22). The li k  (hkvl) itself must have been a spacious hall, 
rather than a small room. The function of the li k  (hkvl) inside the b m h (hmb) in 1 
Samuel 9 is reminiscent of the holy chambers inside a roofed temple building where the 
priests would eat the sacrificial offering, as well as where they deposited the most holy 
offerings (Ezek. 42:13). The Greek Septuagint (LXX) version of 1 Samuel 1:18 informs 
that the Shiloh sanctuary, designated as the “temple” (h k l, lkyh), also had a li k  (hkvl; 
Gk., κατάλυμα, “guest room, dining room”), where Hannah and her husband retreated to 
eat and drink. At the “great high place” associated with the town of Gibeon where 
Solomon offered a thousand burnt offerings (1 Kgs. 3:4), Solomon is said to have had a 
sacred encounter with the Lord “in a dream by night” (3:5). Plausibly, there might have 
been a building or a room in this principal b m h (hmb), where Solomon could have 
spent the night. Consequently, this b m h (hmb) in 1 Samuel 9 officiated by Samuel in 
the town of Zuph, Barrick concludes, was at least “a sanctuary of some architectural 
sophistication,” containing a large hall as well as a sacrificial altar, which was “not too 
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different in its essentials from the sanctuary complex at Arad.”178  
The erection of sacred pillars (        , twbCm)179 and the construction of sacred 
poles (ʾ      , ~yrva), together with the veneration of Asherah,180 are also said to have 
been fairly common and widespread in ancient Israel and Judah. The ubiquity of the 
construction of the sacred pillars (        , twbCm) and the sacred poles (ʾ     m, ~yrva) 
is attested in the biblical text in association with the      : “For they also built for 
themselves high places (     , twmb), pillars (        , twbCm), and sacred poles 
(ʾ     m, ~yrva) on every high hill and under every green tree” (1 Kgs. 14:23, NRSV). 
The ʾ     m (~yrva) and the          (twbCm), “as well as altars, were a regular feature 
of the local shrines, the high places (     ), where Canaanite or syncretistic 
Canaanitizing worship was practiced in ancient Israel.”181 Markedly, the pious kings of 
Judah, including Hezekiah and Josiah, incorporated the measures to remove both the 
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ʾ     m (~yrva) and the          (twbCm), typically along with the destruction of the 
     , in their reforms. Such examples are: “He [King Asa] took away the foreign altars 
and the high places, and broke down the pillars and hewed down the Asherim” (2 Chr. 
14:3, RSV); “and furthermore he [King Jehoshaphat] removed the high places and the 
sacred poles from Judah” (2 Chr. 17:6, NRSV); “He [King Hezekiah] removed the high 
places, and broke the pillars, and cut down the Asherah” (2 Kgs. 18:4, RSV); “And he 
[King Josiah] broke in pieces the pillars, and cut down the Asherim” (2 Kgs. 23:14, RSV).  
On the other hand, the          (twbCm) and the ʾ     m (~yrva) were not always 
found in the company of the b môt (twmb) or in association with each other. Ahab, king 
of Israel, is said to have installed the Asherah (1 Kgs. 16:33) and a sacred pillar 
(        , twbCm) of Baal in Samaria (2 Kgs. 3:2). Ahab’s installation of the Asherah 
received a stern criticism by the redactor of the book of Kings that “Ahab did yet more to 
provoke the LORD, the God of Israel, than all the kings of Israel that were before him” (1 
Kgs. 16:33, JPS). Comparably, King Jehoram, the son of Ahab, was evaluated as less evil 
than his father for removing the ma     h (hbCm) of Baal that his father installed in 
Samaria: “And he [Jehoram] did evil in the sight of the LORD, though not like his father 
and his mother; for he put away the sacred pillar (ma     h, hbCm) of Baal which his 
father had made” (2 Kgs. 3:2, NASV).   
The Hebrew noun ma   b h (hbCm), which derives from the Hebrew root n   
(bcn), meaning “to stand, stand upright, or take a stand,”182 essentially refers to a stone 
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standing upright, erected by human hands. Depending on the context, however, the cultic 
installation called ma   b h (hbCm; pl.         , twbCm) can represent several different 
things, becoming the object of either being acceptable or being censured.
183
 The practice 
of the erection of a ma   b h/         (hbCm/twbCm) as a memorial stone had been 
condoned and considered acceptable in ancient Israelite life. As already noted in Chapter 
4 of this dissertation, Jacob is said to have erected a ma     h (hbCm), as a memorial 
stone to commemorate his sacred encounters with Yahweh who appeared to him in a 
theophany at Luz, which Jacob renamed Bethel (Gen. 28:18-22; 35:9-15). A ma     h 
(hbCm) was also erected as a witness and memorial stone in the context of the making of a 
covenant by Jacob and Laban (Gen. 31:49-52), by Moses (Exod. 24:3-8, cf., here the 
twelve          [twbCm] to represent the twelve tribes of Israel), and by Joshua probably 
for the similar purpose at the covenant renewal ceremony between Yahweh and Israel at 
Shechem, though the erected stone (ʾeben, !ba) was not specifically called a ma     h 
(hbCm) in the text (Josh. 24:25-27).184 Furthermore, the ma     h (hbCm) is said to have 
been erected by Jacob to mark the grave of Rachel in Bethlehem (Gen. 35:19-21), and by 
Absalom (who does not have a son to keep his name alive) to serve as a personal 
memorial in the valley of the king, calling the pillar (ma   b h, hbCm) after his own name 
(2 Sam. 18:18; i.e., “Absalom’s Monument”).  
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With contrast to the function of the erection of a ma   b h (or         ) as a 
memorial pillar, which was considered acceptable, the use of a ma     h (hbCm) as a 
cultic installation has also been condemned in a context where the term ma     h (hbCm) 
symbolized a male deity, Baal, “the sacred pillar [ma   b h] of Baal” (2 Kgs. 3:2). The 
sacred pillars (        , twbCm) were frequently mentioned in conjunction with the 
ʾ       (~yrva), as well as with altars and/or graven images (Exod. 34:13; Lev. 26:1; 
Deut. 7:5; 12:3; 1 Kgs. 14:23; 2 Kgs. 17:10). The Hebrew term ʾ     h (hrva; pl. 
ʾ     m, ~yrva/ʾ š¢rôt, twrva) was used to stand both for the name of one of the great 
Canaanite goddesses (Asherah, Astarte, and Anath), well-known from the Ugaritic texts 
(1 Kgs. 15:13; 18:19; 2 Kgs. 21:7; 23:4; cf.,ʾ š¢rôt [twrva] in Judg. 3:7), and also for a 
wooden cult-object that serves as her cultic symbol (1 Kgs. 14:15, 23; 16:33; 2 Kgs. 
17:10, 16; 21:3, 7; 2 Chr. 33:3; Jer. 17:2).
185
 In ancient Near Eastern context, “the 
distinction between gods and their cult objects was not well defined” and the sharp 
distinction between them may be the product of a modern perspective.
186
 Nonetheless, the 
the sanctity given to both the pillars of Baal and the poles of the Asherah, as sacred cultic 
objects, certainly derived from their associations with the deities, Baal and Asherah.
187
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 See Day, “Asherah,” 485; Susan Ackerman, “Asherah,” in NIDB, vol. 1, 297-299.  
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 Merlo, “Asherah,” 975; Saul M. Olyan, Asherah and the Cult of Yahweh in Israel, SBLMS  
34 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), 32; Konrad Schmid, “Differenzierungen und Konzeptualisierungen der 
Einheit Gottes in der Religions- und Literaturgeschichte Israels,” in Der eine Gott und die Götter, edited by 
Manfred Oeming and Konrad Schmid, AThANT 82 (Zürich: Theologischer Verlag Zürich, 2003), 23-24.  
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 The Ras Shamra texts from Ugarit mention the goddess Ashera (there called ’A‰rt, generally 
vocalized as Athiratu) as the consort of El, the highest god of the Ugaritic pantheon. For a discussion of the 
Asherah in the ancient Semitic literature, see Day, “Asherah,” 483-484; Merlo, “Asherah,” 975. Some 
Syro-Palestinian inscriptions discovered at Kuntillet ‘Ajrud in NE Sinai contain the reference of Asherah in 
association with Yahweh (e.g., “I have blessed you by Yahweh of Samaria [ mrn] and his Asherah”). For 
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The goddess Asherah or her cult symbol was often mentioned along with the god Baal 
(Judg. 3:7; 6:25-30; 1 Kgs. 18:19; 2 Kgs. 17:16; 21:3; 23:4).
188
   
Commonly, the Ashera itself referred to a wooden object shaped by human hands 
(Exod. 34:13; Judg. 6:25-26; 1 Kgs. 14:15; 16:33; 2 Kgs. 17:16; 21:3; Isa. 17:8), and thus 
could be burned (Deut. 12:3; 2 Kgs. 23:6, 15). It could be erected like the          
(twbCm; 2 Kgs. 17:10; Isa. 27:9), in the form of a stylized pole or stake. However, it could 
also be a living tree itself planted by humans (Deut. 16:21) and uprooted by them (Mic. 
5:13; 2 Kgs. 23:14). While further information about the appearance of the ʾ     h (hrva) 
is not given in the biblical text, there is no basis for assuming that the Asherah pole might 
have been carved to look like a goddess. Perhaps the frequent mention of the ʾ       
(~yrva) alongside p s l   (~ylysp, “graven images”), an expression which already 
included the images made of wood, serves to support this conclusion of the appearance of 
the Asherah pole without the image of a female deity (cf. Deut. 7:5; 12:3; 2 Chr. 33:19; 
34:3, 4, 7; Mic. 5:12-13 [Eng., 5:13-14]).  
                                                                                                                                                                     
more on this, see John A. Emerton, “New Light on Israelite Religion: the Implications of the Inscriptions 
from Kuntillet ‘Ajrud,” in ZAW 94 (1982): 2-20; Judith M. Hadley, “Some Drawings and Inscriptions on 
Two Pithoi from Kuntillet ‘Ajrud,” in VT 37 (1987): 180-213. For the text discovered at another site, 
Khirbet el-Qom, near Hebron, which contains the seeming reference to Yahweh’s Asherah, see André 
Lemaire, “Les inscriptions de Khirbet el-Qom et l’Asherah de Yhwh,” in RB 84 (1977): 595-608.  
188
 The name Baal (meaning “lord/master” or “owner”) in Canaanite religion refers to a male deity 
deity who owns the land and controls its fertility, possessing the power to control rains and storm. A 
comprehensive discussion of Baal as a deity goes beyond the scope of this dissertation. For a general 
discussion of Baal, the Canaanite storm and fertility god, see Brian B. Schmidt, “Baal (Deity): Ancient 
Near East and Hebrew Bible/Old Testament,” in EBR, vol. 3, 196-200; John Day, “Baal (Deity),” in ABD, 
vol. 1., 545-549; Mark S. Smith, The Origins of Biblical Monotheism: Is  el’s Poly heis ic B ckg ound  nd 
the Ugaritic Texts (New York: Oxford University Press, 2001). 
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Many occurrences of the polemics against Asherah and Baal, along with their 
associated cult objects, are found in the Deuteronomistic History and Chronicles.
189
 The 
persistence and pervasiveness of the veneration of Asherah and Baal were unequivocally 
evident in these biblical sources. Those who were reproached for worshiping Asherah 
and/or Baal include: the Israelites involved in the incident at Baal-Peor, the Baal deity 
associated with the place Peor (Num. 25), the Israelites during the time of the Judges 
(Judg. 3:7, both Baal and Asherah), the people of Israel during the reign of King 
Jeroboam I (1 Kgs. 14:15, “Asherah poles”), the people of Judah during the reign of King 
Rehoboam (1 Kgs. 14:23, “pillars,” “Asherah poles”), King Asa’s mother, Maccah (1 
Kgs. 15:13, “an Asherah image”), King Ahab of Israel (1 Kgs. 16:32-33; 18:19, both 
Baal and Asherah), the people of Israel during the reign of King Jehoahaz (2 Kgs. 13:6, 
“an Asherah pole”), the people of Israel up until the demise of the Northern Kingdom of 
Israel in 722/721 B.C.E. (2 Kgs. 17:9-10, 16, “Asherah pole and Baal”), and King 
Manasseh of Judah (2 Kgs. 21:3, 7, “Asherah pole and altars for Baal”). Whereas the 
veneration of Asherah was associated mainly with the erection of a sacred pole or 
sometimes the fabrication of an image, the ubiquity of Baal worship was further 
evidenced by the occurrences of the temple of Baal (1 Kgs. 16:32; 2 Kgs. 10:27), the 
altars for Baal (1 Kgs. 16:32; 2 Kgs. 21:3), the sacred pillar of Baal (2 Kgs. 10:27), the 
prophets of Baal (2 Kgs. 10:9, also the prophets of Asherah), and the priests of Baal (2 
Kgs. 11:18).  
                                                        
189
 The veneration of Asherah and Baal, along with the practice of erection of the cult objects in 
association with theses deities, was often labelled as foreign and typical of the inhabitants of Canaan (cf., 
Exod. 34:12-13; Deut. 7:4-5). 
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Those who supposedly had a strategy in removing the cult of Asherah and/or Baal 
more overtly expressed polemics against the veneration of Asherah and Baal. Such 
examples include: Gideon, an Israelite judge, who destroyed his father Joash’s Baal altar 
and the Asherah pole (Judg. 6:25-32);
190
 King Asa of Judah, who cut down and burned 
the Asherah’s image made by his own idolatrous mother, Maccah (1 Kgs. 15:13); Jehu 
who attempted to wipe out Baal from Israel (2 Kgs. 10:28); and the two great kings of 
Judah, Hezekiah and Josiah, who attempted an extensive purging of all foreign cultic 
elements, which included the removal of Asherah and Baal religion (2 Kgs. 18:4; 23:4-7, 
14, 15). Perhaps the most blatant and complete description of the polemics against the 
Baal worship is found in 1 Kings 18, which narrated the contest between Elijah, the 
prophet of Yahweh, and the prophets of Baal, the Canaanite god of fertility and storm (as 
well as those of Asherah) at Mount Carmel. This contest between the Yahweh cult and 
the cult of Baal introduced by Jezebel, the Phoenician wife of King Ahab, centered on 
which deity would control fire and lightning (or thunder), “both characteristic qualities 
that accompany descriptions of the west Semitic storm god.”191 Whereas the Canaanite 
sacrificial rites did not appear to be substantially different from the Israelite sacrifices 
                                                        
190
 Ironically, the contest between the Yahweh cult and the cult of Baal is reflected in the name 
“Jerubbaal” (meaning “Let Baal contend/indict”) that Gideon receives (Judg. 6:30-32). The personal and 
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 Brian B. Schmidt, “Baal (Deity),” 198.  
  
295 
offered to Yahweh,
192
 the real issue involved in the polemics against the Canaanized 
popular religion was not “because of the rites it entailed, but because it was offered in 
illegitimate sanctuaries or to deities other than Yahweh.”193  
The central aim of Hezekiah’s reforms was to purify Judah’s worship from all 
decentralized worship and sacrifice and to concentrate it in the Jerusalem Temple.
194
 
Both Kings and Chronicles contain the descriptions about Hezekiah’s reforms. Whereas 
Kings has a brief version of his religious reforms (2 Kgs. 18:1-8) with emphasis on the 
description of deliverance from a political and military crisis caused by the Assyrian ruler, 
Sennacherib (2 Kgs. 18:9-19:37), Chronicles assigns three chapters to the description of 
Hezekiah’s religious reforms (2 Chr. 29:1-31:21), devoting more space to them than to 
the reforms of Josiah (cf., 2 Chr. 34:1-35:27). In both versions, Hezekiah was portrayed 
as a king who “did right in the sight of the LORD, according to all that his father David 
had done” (2 Kgs. 18:3; 2 Chr. 29:2, NASV), inaugurating a religious reform which 
included smashing the sacred pillars (       t, twbCm), cutting down the Asherah, and 
the removal of the “high places” (     , twmb), the local shrines which would have 
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 See the biblical examples of the sacrificial rites performed by Solomon’s wives who were the  
Moabites, Ammonites, and Sidonians for their gods (1 Kgs. 11:7-8), the sacrificial rite performed by 
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3, 189-193.  
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functioned as the centers of the Canaanized popular religion. Chronicles further includes 
the details of other major measures of the reforms that are omitted by 2 Kings, such as the 
Temple purification and worship (29:1-36), the national celebration of the Passover 
worship (30:1-31:1), and the Temple reorganization (31:2-21). However, the Kings’ 
account alone mentions Hezekiah’s action against ancient artifacts like the Nehushtan 
(n  u   n, !tvxn), an idolatrous object venerated by the Israelites for centuries as the 
bronze serpent of Moses by ordering it to be shattered (2 Kgs. 18:4; cf. Num. 21:4-9).
195
 
Hezekiah’s efforts to achieve the centralization of the cult in Jerusalem and unite 
the people of God in worship are reminiscent of the royal ideals of the reigns of David 
and Solomon.
196
 According to Chronicles, Hezekiah first oversaw the repair of the 
Temple and completes the Temple purification (2 Chr. 29). He then led the people in 
celebrating the combined festivals of the national Passover and the Unleavened Bread, 
even appealing to the remnants of the northern tribes and inviting them to participate in 
the Passover (2 Chr. 30). He also implemented the system of reorganizing temple 
personnel and their duties (2 Chr. 31). Hezekiah’s efforts to centralize the cult in 
Jerusalem were also joined by a series of his political measures, such as the construction 
of the Siloam tunnel (2 Chr. 32:20; cf., 2 Kgs. 20:20), the extension of the walls, and the 
strengthening of the fortifications of Jerusalem (2 Chr. 32:5). Despite his sweeping 
reforms aiming at the centralization of worship in the Jerusalem Temple, however, 
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 For a general discussion on the Chronicler’s omission of the Nehushtan, see Rosenbaum, 
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Manasseh, his immediate successor, is said to have re-established the high places (2 Chr. 
33:3; cf., 2 Kgs. 21:3).  
Another attempt to centralize the cult at Jerusalem materialized under Josiah, king 
of Judah.
197
 Both Kings (2 Kgs. 22:1-23:30) and Chronicles (2 Chr. 34:1-35:27) contain 
extensive descriptions about a series of reform measures implemented by Josiah 
throughout Jerusalem and the land of Judah and Israel (2 Kgs. 22:1-23:30; 2 Chr. 34:1-
35:27). According to Chronicles, Josiah’s reforms were described as taking place over 
two different periods: in the twelfth year (628/627 B.C.E.) and the eighteenth year of his 
reign (622/621 B.C.E.). In the twelfth year of his reign (628/627 B.C.E.), first of all, 
Josiah began to purge Judah and Jerusalem of the high places, the sacred poles, and the 
carved and the cast images (2 Chr. 34:3-7). The Chronicler’s description of the beginning 
of Josiah’s reform in 628/627 B.C.E. coincided with the beginning of civil war in Assyria, 
a time when the Assyrian empire was in the process of disintegration.
198
 Conceivably, it 
would have been the opportune time for Josiah to extend his reforms outside the borders 
of Judah into the former territory of the Northern Kingdom of Israel. Extending his 
endeavors to cover the territory of the former Northern Kingdom, Josiah also destroyed 
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 For a general discussion of Josiah’s Reforms, see Uriah Y. Kim, “Josiah,” in NIDB, vol. 3, 413-
413-415; Robert Althann, “Josiah,” in ABD, vol. 3, 1015-18. An excellent discussion of Josiah and his 
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altars and images of pagan deities “in the cities of Manasseh, Ephraim, and Simeon, and 
as far as Naphtali” (2 Chr. 34:6, RSV). In the eighteenth year of his reign (622/621 
B.C.E.), Josiah is said to have discovered the Book of the Law in the Temple and carried 
out a further reform program (2 Chr. 34:8-35:19). The Chronicler depicts the discovery of 
the Book of the Law in the Temple as an outcome and part of his reform, since the 
Temple repairs were already underway at the time of its discovery (2 Chr. 34:8-14).  
On the contrary, the account in 2 Kings presented Josiah’s reforms as clustering 
around one year, the eighteenth year of Josiah’s reign, 622/621 B.C.E. (2 Kgs. 22:3), as a 
consequence of the discovery of the Book of the Law in the Temple (2 Kgs. 22:1-13). 
Josiah’s initial concern was simply to order major repairs for the Temple. Such a temple 
renovation “was considered a major event and a sign of piety in the ANE” for a king.199 
Here, the discovery of the book of the law served as the incentive and stimulus to the 
institution of Josiah’s sweeping reforms in accordance with the stipulations of the Law (2 
Kgs. 22:11).
200
 Like the account in Chronicles, the reform of Josiah was described as 
extending beyond the borders of Judah to the territory of the former Northern Kingdom: 
“Josiah removed all the shrines of the high places that were in the towns of Samaria, 
which kings of Israel had made, provoking the LORD to anger; he did to them just as he 
had done at Bethel” (2 Kgs. 23:19, NRSV). Further difference between the two biblical 
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accounts about Josiah’s reforms was related to the extent of the purging of the cult.201  
Josiah’s sweeping reforms described in 2 Kings 23 are extensively detailed. 
Josiah purged the Jerusalem Temple of the pagan elements that were associated with Baal, 
Asherah, and the host of the heavens, deposed the idolatrous priests and diviners of 
various sorts, and destroyed the local sanctuaries outside of Jerusalem and their 
associated cultic objects. The desecration of Topheth in the Ben-Hinnom Valley, a 
notorious cultic site associated with human sacrifice, had also been included in his reform 
measures.
202
 Marvin Sweeny singled out four additional specifications concerning 
Josiah’s reform measures in 2 Kings 23: 1) the removal of the cultic installations 
associated with Ahaz and Manasseh (v. 12); 2) the removal of the high places built by 
Solomon outside of Jerusalem for his foreign wives who served their own gods, such as 
Ashtoreth [of the Sidonians], Chemosh [of Moab], and Milcom [of Amon] (vv. 13-14; cf., 
1 Kgs. 11:5-8); 3) the destruction of the Bethel altar established by Jeroboam (vv. 15-18); 
and 4) the desecration of the high places throughout northern Israel.
203
  
Josiah’s endeavors in securing the centralization of the cult in Jerusalem were 
clearly evident in the extremity of the manner employed in his measures. For instance, in 
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his deposing of the pagan priests, Josiah not only executed the living pagan priests, but 
also had the bones of the dead priests of Bethel unearthed from their graves and burned 
on their altars. Similarly, in his removal of the cultic objects, as Seow puts it, Josiah 
“does not merely remove offensive objects, he burns them, pulverizes them, and 
thoroughly defiles them so that they could never again be used.”204   
The two major aims of Josiah’s reforms, the centralization of the cult in Jerusalem 
and the worship of Yahweh alone, are remarkably consistent with the key components of 
Deuteronomy 12.
205
 The centralization of worship is prescribed in Deuteronomy 12:1-21, 
which consists of two subsections: Deut. 12:1-12 and Deut. 12:13-21. The first section 
(Deut. 12:1-12), which was addressed in the second person plural form, prescribed a 
series of mandates for the Israelites to carry out in the land of Canaan: they are to 
suppress all the cultic places and destroy their associated objects, such as their altars, 
sacred pillars (        , twbCm), Asherah poles (ʾ      , ~yrva), graven images (p s l  , 
~ylysp) of their idols, and to perform their cultic rituals only in “the place that the LORD 
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your God will choose as a dwelling for his name” (Deut. 12:11, NRSV; cf., 12:5). The 
second part (12:13-31), which was addressed in the second person singular form, gave a 
series of injunctions which emphasized a message similar to that of the first section: an 
Israelite person must offer his/her sacrifices, burnt offerings, tithes and offerings only “at 
the place which the LORD will choose in one of your tribes” (Deut. 12:14, RSV). 
Whereas the first section has the additional component of the obligation to destroy other 
cultic places and objects, both the first and second sections basically deliver the same 
message, that is, the centralization of worship only at one place which Yahweh would 
choose for them.
206
  
However, as Nelson aptly points out, this Deuteronomic norm of centralization of 
sacrifice should not be equated “with Zion theology or the self-interested policies of 
Judah’s kings.”207 Nelson further offers helpful caveats against the scholarly tendency to 
overlook or presume what the text in Deuteronomy has not talked about in regard to the 
centralization of the cult: 
Deuteronomy cites no mythic connections of the central “place” to king or city.   
There is no mention of the Ark, any temple building, or indeed the “high places”  
so important to the book of Kings. The chosen “place” is described in terms of  
human actions rather than defined by the numinous holiness of sacred space …  
Moreover, Deuteronomy does not present centralization as a strategy for royal  
political control, but as a way to eliminate apostasy.
208
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A careful reading of Deuteronomy 12 will assist the reader in his/her understanding of 
how the Samaritans might have interpreted “the place chosen by Yahweh” in their own 
terms: for Samaritans, the place was not Jerusalem and Zion, but Shechem and Mount 
Gerizim.
209
  
In both Kings and Chronicles, Josiah’s reforms culminated with the celebration of 
the Passover, the festival that was once instituted to commemorate God’s deliverance for 
the Israelites in the Exodus from Egypt (2 Kgs. 23:21-23; 2 Chr. 35:1-19; cf., Exod. 12:1-
28). Although the observance of the Passover was prescribed in Deuteronomy (Deut. 
16:1-12), the last reference to its celebration appeared in the book of Joshua, where 
Joshua and the people of Israel celebrated the Passover at Gilgal right before their 
undertaking of the conquest of the land of Canaan (Josh. 5:10-11; 2 Kgs. 23:22). Here 
Josiah transformed the celebration of the Passover from a family or tribal ritual to a 
national pilgrimage festival both as part of and a natural consequence of the 
centralization of worship. Apart from the apparent emphasis on the religious aspects, 
Josiah’s endeavors to hold a national celebration of the Passover had political and 
economic ramifications as well. One cannot ignore the associations of centralization with 
the exercise of royal power and the elements of the self-motivated policies of Josiah (and 
Hezekiah), as well as the interplay between “the royal patterns of central supervision and 
resource concentration into the cultic sphere.”210 Despite the extensive measures of 
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Josiah’s reforms regarding the centralization of the cult at Jerusalem, however, his 
reforms were short-lived and quickly compromised. After the death of Josiah at Megiddo 
in 609 B.C.E., the nation of Judah not only fell under foreign domination, first the 
Egyptians, and then the Babylonians, but also went back to the old customs of syncretism 
in the Temple, foreign cults, and the practice of the popular religion as described and 
denounced by the prophets like Ezekiel and Jeremiah, the events which will be topics for 
discussion in the next chapter of this dissertation.     
 
5.5 Summary of Chapter 5  
Chapter 5 has examined the models of biblical sacred space, both the centralized 
and decentralized models, developed in the Former Prophets and the books of Chronicles. 
Israel’s tent-tradition had continuing effects upon Israelite life even after Israel’s arrival 
in the Promised Land and the conquest under Joshua. The Shiloh sanctuary was described 
as the first stationary home for the Ark and the Tabernacle after the conquest of the land. 
It functioned as a pan-Israelite sanctuary, recurrently holding the sacred assemblies of 
Israel (Josh. 18:1; 19:51), as well as acting as a pilgrimage site. The Shiloh sanctuary, 
which housed the Ark of the Covenant, was considered the only permissible place for 
sacrifice (Josh. 22:29). In the book of Judges and the first book of Samuel, this sanctuary 
was designated as the “house of God” (Judg. 18:3) or the “house of the LORD” (1 Sam. 
1:7, 24) and even as a “temple” (“the temple of the LORD,” in 1 Sam. 1:9; 3:3), rather 
than being referred to as either the Tent of Meeting or the Tabernacle. Despite the rare 
occurrence of the references to the Tabernacle or the Tent of Meeting after Israel’s entry 
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into the land, the Shiloh sanctuary was described as Israel’s religious center through the 
age of Eli and Samuel.  
The division of the location between the Ark at David’s tent in Jerusalem and the 
Tabernacle at the high place in Gibeon is attested in Chronicles: whereas the Ark was 
housed in Jerusalem, the Tabernacle somehow came to be located at the high place that 
was at Gibeon (1 Chr. 16:37-43; 2 Chr. 1:3-6). King David provided the staffing for both 
the Ark in Jerusalem and the Tabernacle at Gibeon. The division of the location between 
Jerusalem for the Ark and Gibeon for the Tabernacle remained the case until the 
beginning of King Solomon’s reign. However, during the dedication ceremony of the 
Temple, both Kings and Chronicles affirm, King Solomon not only brought up the Ark 
out of the city of David, but also the Tabernacle from Gibeon into this newly built 
Temple in Jerusalem, along with other holy vessels (1 Kgs. 8:1-13; 2 Chr. 5:1-14; 7:1-2). 
This incorporation of both the Ark and the Tabernacle into the Temple signified that both 
of these older religious institutions found their ultimate fulfillment in the Jerusalem 
Temple, which became the divinely sanctioned successor to the Mosaic sanctuary.  
The close connection between the concept of rest and the temple should be noted 
especially in respect to the Temple of Solomon and the designation of Solomon as God’s 
chosen temple builder. David’s disqualification as the temple builder was seen as the 
result of his engagement in warfare, which involved much bloodshed. God forbade David 
to build him a temple because he was a warrior, “a man of war” (1 Chr. 28:3), while 
Solomon, identified as “a man of rest/peace” (Heb. š¹lôm, ~wlv), would build the Temple 
for God’s name (1 Chr. 22:9). The legitimacy of Solomon as the temple builder was also 
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confirmed by God’s provision of rest and peace that signified the right time for the 
Temple to be built.  
The Chronicler’s description of David’s preparatory work for the Temple 
underscores the continuity between the Mosaic Tabernacle and the Jerusalem Temple, 
indicating parallels between Moses and David, and the Tabernacle and the Temple. Such 
connection between the Tabernacle and the Temple was also confirmed by the 
application of the terms and the architectural design of the structure. Though little 
information is given about how the Temple of Solomon would have been used, compared 
to the Tabernacle of wilderness, the descriptions of the use of the Tabernacle, particularly 
in respect to the rules of access to different areas of the Tabernacle and its court, might 
still be relevant and thus also applicable to the Temple of Solomon.  
The establishment of the Temple of Solomon signified the transformation of 
centralized sacred space from a dynamic model to a permanent, static one. Compared to 
the Tabernacle, the dynamic centralized model of sacred space, which was dependent 
upon the movability of the Israelite camp, the static centralized model of the Temple of 
Solomon was contingent upon the fixed location in Jerusalem. The Jerusalem Temple as 
the static centralized model of sacred space served to function not only as the national 
sanctuary and the religious center of the nation, but also as a political and economic 
center of ancient Israelite life. The construction of the Temple of Solomon in Jerusalem 
also transformed the status of the city into the city of God, the divinely chosen dwelling 
place. The function of the Jerusalem Temple as a permanent resting place for the Ark of 
the Covenant, the most sacred cultic object in the history of Israel, signified the dwelling 
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presence of God in the city of Jerusalem as well. Often in the face of the national crises 
that involve military and diplomatic challenges, the fate of Jerusalem was directly 
connected to the fate of Israel as a nation. Therefore, theologically, Jerusalem functioned 
as a symbolic place of authority and power that governed the core of Israel’s political and 
religious identity.   
The selection of Jerusalem as the fixed location of the Temple has many other 
significant political, religious, social, and economic ramifications. From a functional 
point of view, Jerusalem was both a bureaucratic and a ceremonial city. As the political 
capital of Israel’s monarchy, Jerusalem functioned as a government city and a place of 
politics. As an economic center, the city functioned as the depository of national assets. 
As the religious center, Jerusalem functioned as the only acceptable place for sacrifice 
and pilgrimage. Jerusalem was also a space for celebration, a place to visit for religious 
gatherings and political events. As a pilgrimage site, it also served to revalidate a wider 
extent of Israel’s cultural and religious identity as the covenantal people of God. 
The examples of the decentralized models of sacred space developed in the 
Former Prophets and the books of Chronicles include many scattered references to the 
sanctuaries or open cultic sites which appear at various locations in the land of Israel. 
Special attention has been given to Shechem as a significant cultic and political center. 
Shechem was a strategically advantageous Canaanite city due to its rich supply of water, 
sufficient agricultural land, and access to a network of vital trade routes, as well as its 
reputation as an important political and commercial center that provided strategic control 
in the region. Throughout the ancient Israelite history, Shechem represented an important 
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biblical sacred space that functioned not only as an important sacred site and a cultic, 
religious center, but also as a socio-economic and political center of Israel’s life. 
Shechem played a decisive role at the critical turning points of the history of ancient 
Israel, which include the time of Israel’s wanderings in the wilderness, the time of the 
Judges, the time of the Monarchy, and even the time of the Babylonian exile.  
The discussion of Bethel and Dan, two ceremonial cities of the Northern 
Kingdom of Israel, has some significant implications as biblical sacred space. As the 
official sanctuaries of the Northern Kingdom of Israel, the temples in Bethel and Dan 
function as the centralized model of sacred space in some sense. These sanctuaries, 
however, performed their functions as rival sanctuaries to Solomon’s Temple in 
Jerusalem. Jeroboam devised the religious schism to perpetuate the political division with 
Judah by setting up the two rival centers of worship to Jerusalem within his own territory: 
Dan in the far north and Bethel in the far south. Jeroboam’s choice of Dan and Bethel as 
the two rival sanctuaries to Jerusalem was probably motivated by their antiquity as cultic 
sites in Israelite life as well. Both Dan and Bethel had older titles than Jerusalem to claim 
from their antiquity in Israelite tradition. However, the episodes about the shrines at Dan 
described in Judges 17-18, the origin story of Dan as a cultic site, functioned as opposing 
accounts which demonstrated that the previous sanctuaries were illegitimate ones served 
by an illegitimate priest, rather than supporting the legitimacy of the cultic center at Dan.  
On the other hand, the antiquity of Bethel was first hallowed by the memory of 
the patriarchs, Abraham and Jacob. Although Bethel was an important cultic site for the 
patriarchs and the place for the tribal gathering in times of crisis, Jeroboam’s cult at 
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Bethel and the sanctuary were the products of human endeavor from Jeroboam’s own 
initiative rather than divinely initiated. Later, the altar of Bethel and the high place 
erected by Jeroboam were reported to have been pulled down and burned by Josiah 
during his great reform (2 Kgs. 23:15), and the royal sanctuary at Bethel could not escape 
the divine judgment: it was to be condemned along with the one at Dan (2 Kgs. 10:29).  
A careful examination of the reform measures of Hezekiah and Josiah has 
provided the appropriate context to deal with various geographical forms of biblical 
sacred space. The reform measures of Hezekiah and Josiah in particular serve as the 
evidence for the prevalent presence and persistent practice of the contesting nature of the 
high places (b  ôt, twmb) with their associated cultic objects throughout the land, such as 
altars, sacred poles (ʾ     m, ~yrva), and sacred pillars (        , twbCm). While b  ôt 
(twmb) in and of themselves were neither legitimate nor illegitimate, by competing with 
the Jerusalem Temple, they were condemned as illegitimate cultic apparatuses to be 
destroyed or removed. The discussion of the reforms of Hezekiah and Josiah provides 
insights into an understanding of the interrelationship between the centralized and 
decentralized models of biblical sacred space, as well as the interplay between the official 
cult and the popular religion.  
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Biblical Concepts of Sacred Space in the Hebrew Bible III  
 
CHAPTER SIX 
 
UNDERSTANDING SACRED SPACE   
IN THE LATTER PROPHETS AND THE WRITINGS 
 
 
6.1 Introduction  
Chapter 6, the final section for the discussion of sacred space in the Hebrew Bible, 
will be devoted to the examination of the biblical perspectives of various types of sacred 
space presented in the Latter Prophets and the Writings. This chapter contains a 
discussion of the tabernacle and temple motifs, as well as various portraits of Jerusalem 
and Zion, as an extended discussion of the Israelite centralized models of sacred space. 
The chapter demonstrates the development and transformation of the concepts of sacred 
spaces in different biblical traditions, such as the Psalms, Isaiah’s visions, Jeremiah’s 
oracles, Ezekiel’s vision of a new temple and a new city, and Haggai-Zechariah’s visions. 
Some discussions of the Temple and Jerusalem in the books of Ezra and Nehemiah will 
also be included in this chapter, due to their historical, social, and geo-political contexts 
that reflect the post-exilic period.  
 Particular texts have been purposefully selected because they include passages 
that serve to reflect the rhetorical intentions of various biblical authors in light of 
particular themes and issues, such as graded holiness, divine rest, divine dwelling, the 
return and withdrawal of divine glory, the Tabernacle, the Temple, Zion/Jerusalem, etc. 
The chapter consists of three major sections: 1) The Tabernacle in the Psalms and the 
  
310 
Latter Prophets (esp. Ezekiel), 2) The Jerusalem Temple and Zion/Jerusalem in the 
Psalms and the Latter Prophets, and 3) High Places in the Latter Prophets.  
 
6.2 The Tabernacle in the Psalms and the Latter Prophets 
 The mention of the term “tent” (ʾōhel, lha) or “tabernacle/dwelling place” 
( i k n, !kvm) occurs in the Psalms and in the Latter Prophets, especially in the book of 
Ezekiel. Despite their differences in historical context and literary characters, both the 
Psalms and the book of Ezekiel associate God’s tabernacle with a temple. Since the 
temple motif in the Psalms and in the book of Ezekiel becomes part of the focus of our 
discussion later in this chapter, the overlapping nature of our discussion should be kept in 
mind. A brief survey of distinctive portraits of God’s dwelling in these sources can 
further assist the reader in his/her understanding of the biblical perspectives of God’s 
tent-sanctuaries as sacred space.  
 
2.1. Tent Motif    hel [lha], mi kān [!kvm],  r    [h[yry]) in the Psalms  
The book of Psalms
1
 does not mention the Mosaic Tabernacle of the wilderness 
period. However, the mention of the tent-shrine at Shiloh, the earliest central shrine, 
figures in a passage (Ps. 78:56-72) that recalls its destruction: “He [God] forsook the 
tabernacle ( i k n, !kvm) of Shiloh, the tent (ʾōhel, lha) He had set among men (Ps. 
                                                        
1
 The English title “the book of Psalms” (βίβλῳ ψαλμῶν,  i lō ps l ōn) derives from the New 
Testament (Lk. 20:42; 24:44; Acts.1:20; 13:33). The widespread designations “Psalter,” “Psalms,” and “the 
book of Psalms” have their origin in the Septuagint, the Greek translation of the Hebrew Bible. Throughout 
this chapter, various terms such as “the book of Psalms,” “the Psalms,” and “the Psalter” will be 
interchangeably used without particular distinctions.  
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78:60, TNK).
2
 The time setting for this probably refers to that of the events described in 1 
in 1 Samuel 4:1-7:1, the capture of the Ark by the Philistines (1 Sam. 4:1-5:12) and the 
return of the Ark (1 Sam. 6:1-7:1). The destruction of the sanctuary at Shiloh was 
mentioned elsewhere only in the book of Jeremiah. In the Temple sermon (Jer. 7:12-14; 
cf., 26:6-9), the prophet Jeremiah affirmed, just as this Shiloh shrine, which functioned as 
the first permanent home for the Ark of the Covenant, was destroyed in the days of 
Samuel (1 Sam. 4-6), the Jerusalem Temple, “the house that [wa]s called by my [God’s] 
name, in which you trust[ed]” (Jer. 7:12a, NRSV), would also be destroyed. In Psalm 78, 
which provides a lengthy review of Israel’s long history of rebellion, the terms “tent” 
(ʾōhel, lha) and “tabernacle” ( i k n, !kvm) were also used to describe the destruction of 
the tent-shrine at Shiloh (v. 60) as part of the story of Yahweh’s rejection of the Northern 
Kingdom, which led to the divine choice of Zion (Jerusalem), Judah, and the Davidic 
dynasty.
3
   
Aside from the Shiloh-shrine, the tent that David erected for the Ark figures in a 
liturgical hymn, Psalm 132, which recalls the processional of the Ark to Zion (cf., 2 Sam. 
6) and David’s oath to provide a suitable dwelling place for the Lord (2 Sam. 7:2). In this 
psalm, David is said to have vowed not to enter his own “tent” [ʾōhel, lha] (Ps. 132:3) 
                                                        
2
 The insertion of the word “God” and the Hebrew transliteration in the brackets are mine.   
3
 Apart from these references (ʾōhel, lha) and ( i k n, !kvm) to the tent-shrine at Shiloh (Ps. 
78:60), we find several other references to the notion of tent in this passage (Ps. 78:56-72). In verse 67, we 
see the allusion to the “tent” of Joseph: “He rejected the tent (ʾōhel, lha) of Joseph, he did not choose the 
tribe of Ephraim” (v. 67, RSV). Here the reference to the tent (ʾōhel, lha) probably means “the tent-dweller” 
or “the clan or tribe” (cf. Judg. 6:5), which is in a parallel relationship to “the tribe of Ephraim.” This 
distinction is reflected in the English translation of the TNK: “He rejected the clan of Joseph; He did not 
choose the tribe of Ephraim (v. 67, TNK).  
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until he finds “a place (m¹qôm, ~wqm) for the LORD, a dwelling place [ i k n  , twnkvm] 
for the Mighty One of Jacob” (Ps. 132:5, NRSV; cf. v. 7).4 In this psalm, the psalmist 
recounted the Lord’s choice of David and Zion, tracing the processional movement of the 
Ark from David’s tent to the Temple on Mount Zion. The Ark of God was viewed as the 
sign of divine presence and the footstool of the invisible enthroned deity (cf., 2 Sam. 6:2). 
Here, the Temple on Mount Zion was described as God’s “dwelling place” ( i k n, !kvm) 
and as the place that housed the Ark of the Covenant, the “footstool” (h dō , ~dx) of the 
throne of the Lord (Ps. 132:7). The Temple was also called as God’s “resting place” 
(  n   , hxwnm; Ps. 132:8, 13-14).   
Psalm 132 belongs to the little collection of fifteen psalms (Ps. 120-134) within 
the Psalter. Each of these psalms in the collection has the common heading “A Song of 
Ascents” in their superscriptions. The collection of these psalms was perhaps used as a 
handbook by those going up to Jerusalem on pilgrimage for the great festivals. For 
instance, Psalm 121, one of the ascent psalms, contains a dialogue between a pilgrim to 
Jerusalem (vv. 1-2) and a responding priest (vv. 3-8). This psalm “appears to have been 
used as a liturgy for travelers and those remaining at home speaking the words of 
encouragement and blessings in verses 3-8.”5 Psalm 132, as one of these ascent psalms 
and a royal psalm, might have been used in connection with a procession reenacting 
                                                        
4
 On the tabernacle in Psalm 132, see Terence E. Fretheim, “Psalm 132: A Form Critical Study,” 
in JBL 86 (1967): 289-300; Cross, Canaanite Myth, 94-95, 233, 244-245.  
5
 See James Limburg, “Psalms, Book of,” in ABD, vol. 5, 533.  
  
313 
David’s bringing of the Ark (v. 8) to Jerusalem and thus celebrating the Lord’s choice of 
David (v. 11) and of Zion (v. 13).   
Elsewhere in the Psalms, the terms “tent” [ʾōhel, lha] (Ps. 15:1; 27:5; 61:5 [Eng. 
61:4]) and “tabernacle/dwelling place” [ i k n, !kvm] (Ps. 26:8; 43:3; 46:4; 74:7; 84:1) 
were used as “poetic descriptions for the temple or Mt. Zion.”6 In those psalms, where the 
the term “tent” was used as traditional language for the Temple, one can find several 
different descriptions of the Temple. First of all, the Temple was described as the 
dwelling place of God (Ps. 15:1; 26:8a; 43:3; 84:1). It was not only the residence of God, 
but also the dwelling place of “God’s glory” (Ps. 26:8b) and that of “God’s name” (Ps. 
74:7). Aside from the descriptions of the Temple as the place reserved for God, the 
Temple was also described as a place of refuge,
7
 where one could experience divine 
presence and protection: “He will shelter me in His pavilion on an evil day, grant me the 
protection of His tent, raise me high upon a rock” (Ps. 27:5, TNK) and “O that I might 
dwell in Your tent forever, take refuge under Your protecting wings” (Ps. 61:5, TNK).8 
The word “dwelling place” ( i k n, !kvm) was also associated with the city of Jerusalem, 
as well as with the Temple. In Psalm 46, a Zion hymn which recounted the praise of 
                                                        
6
 Koester, The Dwelling Place of God, 18.    
7
 For the notion of a place of asylum, see 1 Kgs. 1:50; 2:28. See also Hans-Johoachim Kraus, 
Psalmen, vol. 1, BKAT 15, 5
th
 edition (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener, 1978), 255, 360, 367; Koch, 
TDOT, vol. 1, 127. 
8
 See Richard Elliott Friedman, “Tabernacle,” in ABD, vol. 6, 299, who uses Psalm 61:5 as 
evidence for the placement of the Tabernacle in the Temple, particularly in the space under the wings of the 
cherubs in the Temple. Friedman points out that the parallel of God’s tent and the hidden place of His 
wings “is notable in the light of the evidence associating the tent of meeting with the wings of the cherubim” 
(299).  
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Jerusalem and the Temple, the word “dwelling place” ( i k n, !kvm) probably refers to 
the city of Jerusalem itself, “God’s city, the holy dwelling-place of the Most High” (Ps. 
46:5 [Eng. 46:4], TNK). Apart from Psalm 78:60, where the term “tent” referred to the 
Shiloh sanctuary, in all these psalms mentioned above, the terms “tent” (ʾōhel, lha) and 
the “dwelling place” ( i k n, !kvm) were used as a general designation for the Jerusalem 
Temple or Zion, another name of the city of Jerusalem.  
Aside from the terms “tent” (ʾōhel, lha) and the “dwelling place” ( i k n, !kvm), 
another Hebrew word was used in reference to a tent in Psalm 104: “You stretch out the 
heavens like a tent [y  ʿâ, h[yry]” (Ps. 104:2b, NRSV).9 Here the term translated as a “tent” 
“tent” is the Hebrew word y  ʿâ (h[yry, meaning “tent,” “tent-fabric,” or “dwelling”). 
Typically, this word has been used in connection with the Tabernacle to refer to a “tent-
fabric” (Ex. 26:7) or other material for the Tabernacle (Ex. 26:1) and a tent for the Ark (2 
Sam. 7:2), though it can also simply denote a “dwelling” (Jer. 4:20). The association of 
this word with the Tabernacle is unequivocal. Here the notion of “tent” in Psalm 104 was 
used as part of building metaphors to describe the creation of the world or the created 
universe.
10
 It is difficult to determine whether the ancient Israelites viewed the tent and 
building descriptions of the cosmos as metaphorical or real. As already observed in the 
previous chapters of this dissertation, however, the close connection between the 
                                                        
9
 See the variation in the translation of this verse: “You spread the heavens like a tent cloth” (Ps. 
104:2, TNK). 
10
 For other examples of the building metaphors which describe the universe as a building with 
foundations and pillars, see Ps. 33:7; 75:3; 104:5; 119:90; Prov. 3:19; 8:27; Job. 28:26; Isa. 48:13; 51:13, 
16; Zech. 12:1; Amos 9:6.   
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Tabernacle/Temple and the cosmos should be recognized. Being viewed as God’s tent, 
the whole cosmos was considered God’s dwelling place. Thus, the notion of a “tent” used 
to describe the Temple as the abode of divine presence can also be applied to the 
description of the whole cosmos as God’s dwelling place.   
Many of these aforementioned psalms that had the close connections to the 
Temple were “probably used in connection with temple worship and some were almost 
certainly temple liturgies.”11 While numerous psalms that expressed personal lament, 
thanksgivings, and praises were composed by individuals and utilized in their private 
meditations and personal contexts, many of them must also have been used in 
conjunction with a liturgical use or for recitation at a temple festival. Some of the clues to 
this inference are found within the literary components of the Psalms. First of all, the 
Hebrew term Selah (selâ, hls), a musical note of unknown meaning, which often 
functioned to separate the subunits of psalms (e.g., Ps. 4; 46; 84),
12
 is most likely to be a 
musicological technical term, signaling “a musical interlude and the singing of a 
refrain.”13 Besides, the titles or superscriptions14 contained in the Hebrew text of the 
                                                        
11
 Koester, The Dwelling of God, 18.   
12
 Notably, the psalms that contain the term Selah (selâ, hls) are mostly clustered in the Books I, 
II, and III, whereas the Book IV has none and the Book V has only two examples (such as Ps. 140 and 143). 
The complete, exhaustive list of the psalms that contain the term Selah is as follows: Ps. 3; 4; 7; 9; 20; 21; 
24; 32; 39; 44; 46; 47; 48; 49; 50; 52; 54; 55; 57; 59; 60; 62; 66; 67; 68; 75; 76; 77; 82; 83; 84; 85; 87; 88; 
89; 140; 143.  
13
 Bernhard W. Anderson, Understanding the Old Testament, abridged fourth edition (Upper 
Saddle River: Prentice Hall, 1998), 485.  
14
 See Limburg, “Psalms, Book of,” 527. One hundred sixteen (116) out of the 150 psalms have 
either superscriptions or titles in the Hebrew text, ranging from just one word (mizmor, “a psalm,” as in Ps. 
98) to a lengthy comment (Ps. 18).  
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Psalms can also communicate some valuable information about the use of the Psalms for 
temple worship. Much of the information in these titles or superscriptions consisted of 
specialized musical terms, such as “to the choirmaster” and “with stringed instruments,” 
that were concerned with specialized musical directions, melodies, or musical 
accompaniment, whether stringed instruments or flutes.
15
 Little is known about the 
details of these musical notations. The titles and superscriptions in the Psalms, however, 
“certainly suggest that the psalms were sung in public worship.”16 Conclusively, although 
although the terms “tent” (ʾōhel, lha) and “tabernacle/dwelling place” ( i k n, !kvm) 
“did not become major metaphors” in the Psalter, these sporadic allusions to God’s tent 
or tabernacle, as Koester points out, “do suggest that the temple was understood to be the 
successor to the ancient tent sanctuaries, and that the memory of Israel’s tent sanctuaries 
was kept alive in part through liturgical activity in the temple.”17  
 
6.2. Tabernacle Motif in the Book of Ezekiel 
 Like the Psalms, Ezekiel pictured God’s tabernacle as a “temple” of God’s 
dwelling presence. The exiled prophet who came from a priestly family and was thus 
                                                        
15
 Though the meanings of these musical terms are unknown, examples of these musical directions 
directions include: “according to the Sheminith,” “according to Gittith” (Ps. 8; 81; 84), “according to 
Lilly/Lillies” (Ps. 45; 60; 69; 80),” “according to Mahalath” (Ps. 53), “according to Muth-labben” (Ps. 9), 
and “according to Mahalath Leannoth” (Ps. 88). Examples of the musical accompaniment are: “with 
stringed instruments” (Ps. 4; 6; 54; 55; 61; 67; 76) and “for the flutes” (Ps. 5).  
16
 Anderson, Understanding the Old Testament, 485. The Psalter in its present final shape, the 
product of post-exilic Judaism, is often called “the Hymnbook of the Second Temple.” Having been used in 
connection with temple worship or even appropriated as temple liturgies, Anderson argues, these psalms 
could articulate “the faith of the community at worship, especially on occasions of temple festivals” (484).  
17
 Koester, The Dwelling of God, 18.  
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expected to serve in the Temple, must have known a promise of divine presence in Israel 
from the Holiness Code (cf., Lev. 17-26): “And I will set My tabernacle among you, and 
My soul shall not abhor you” (Lev. 26:11, JPS). Such promise of divine presence for 
Israel was envisioned in Ezekiel’s vision of the future, where the prophet also envisaged 
the reunification of the Southern (“Judah”) and Northern (“Joseph/Ephraim/Israel”) 
Kingdoms and the establishment of a united Israel under God’s covenant and Davidic 
leadership forever. God affirmed the future promise of His presence in Israel as follows:   
 27 My dwelling-place ( i k n, !kvm) also shall be over them; and I will be their  
 God, and they shall be My people. 28 And the nations shall know that I am the  
 LORD that sanctify Israel, when My sanctuary ( iqd  , vdqm) shall be in the  
 midst of them for ever (Ezek. 37:27-28, JPS). 
 
Here the future sanctuary of God was called God’s “tabernacle/dwelling-place” 
( i k n, !kvm), the term once used to refer to the Tabernacle of wilderness (Exod. 25:9).  
 The physical appearance and structure of this new sanctuary were not identical to 
those of the Tabernacle, as described in a future plan offered by Ezekiel in chapters 40-48. 
The future Temple was not a moderate-sized portable shrine, as in the Exodus tradition. 
Rather, it would be an over-sized gigantic temple complex with a more detailed plan than 
the one given for Solomon’s Temple in 1 Kgs. 6 and 2 Chr. 3. This future Temple, 
however, would be designated as a “tabernacle/dwelling-place” ( i k n, !kvm), because 
of the nature of this sanctuary as the dwelling place of God: “this is the place of My 
throne and the place for the soles of My feet, where I will dwell (  k n, !kv), in the midst 
of the people of Israel forever” (Ezek. 43:7, TNK).18  
                                                        
18
 The Masoretic Text (MT) of the Hebrew Bible calls a portion of the nave of this new Temple a 
“tent” (ʾōhel, lha; Ezek. 41:1). The translators of the English Bible interpret this word in numerous 
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Of priestly descent, the prophet Ezekiel was one of the exiles who were deported 
to Babylonia in the first captivity in 597 B.C.E. (Ezek. 1:2). He received the call to 
prophesy five years after the deportation. In a vision that transported Ezekiel to Jerusalem 
(Ezek. 8:1-11:25), Ezekiel witnessed beyond the observable offenses of his time done 
against the Temple, all sorts of idolatry, bloodshed and injustice of the people that had 
forced God to depart from the Temple and the city:  
He asked, Son of man, do you see what they are doing? Do you see the great 
abominations that the house of Israel is practicing here, so that I must depart from 
my sanctuary? You shall see even greater abominations! (Ezek. 8:6, NAB).  
 
The departure of “the glory of the God of Israel” from the Temple was repeatedly 
described in Ezekiel’s temple vision (Ezek. 9:3; 10:4; and 11:22). The pattern of the 
movement of the glory of the Lord was noteworthy. The glory of God seemed to be 
reluctant to depart from the Temple and the city, moving gradually and stopping at each 
juncture of his movement.
19
 The glory of the Lord first moved to the doorway of the 
Temple (9:3), then to the east gate of the Temple’s outer court (10:18-19), and headed 
east over “the mountain east of the city” (i.e., the Mount of Olives) toward Babylon 
                                                                                                                                                                     
variations such as: “post” (NAB), “pillar” (NASV), “jamb” (RSV, NIV, TNK), “pier” (NJB), “wall” (NLT), 
and “pilaster” (NRSV). Whereas the JPS calls this part of the temple as a “tent,” the KJV and NKJV even 
render this as a “tabernacle,” connecting Ezekiel’s temple with Israel’s tent-tradition. See Koester, The 
Dwelling of God, 19. Although the reading of this portion (cf., αιλαμ ,ailam) as a “tent” or “tabernacle” 
does not appear in the Septuagint (LXX), Koester points out, this “reading gained currency” among “the 
translators of the Vulgate, Peshitta, and Tg. Jonathan” who “rendered it tabernacle” (19). See also Walther 
Zimmerli, Ezekiel 2, Hermeneia (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1983), 342. 
19
 John B. Taylor, “The Temple in Ezekiel,” in Heaven on Earth: The Temple in Biblical Theology, 
Theology, edited by Thomas D. Alexander and Simon J. Gathercole (Carlisle: Paternoster, 2004), 67, who 
notes that in Ezekiel 10, “it was only a partial departure: from inner sanctum to threshold, as if the Lord is 
reluctant to leave and is almost pressurized into moving further away from the idolatrous epicenter that was 
once his dwelling place.” 
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(11:22-25).
20
 In his vision of the new sanctuary in Ezek. 40-48, Ezekiel envisioned the 
return of the glory of the Lord into the restored Temple (Ezek. 43:2-5, 7; 44:4).
21
  
 
6.3 Temple and Jerusalem/Zion in the Latter Prophets and the Writings 
 A full discussion of the Jerusalem Temple and the city of Jerusalem in the book of 
Psalms and the Latter Prophets goes beyond the scope of this dissertation. The current 
section of this chapter focuses on some key passages or verses from the Psalms and the 
Latter Prophets that can shed light on the meanings, significance, and the function of the 
Jerusalem Temple and the City of Jerusalem/Zion as geography and space. The ensuing 
discussion begins with the Temple and Zion in the Psalter and then explores distinctive 
portraits of the Temple and/or the city of Jerusalem/Zion in different prophetic writings, 
particularly in Isaiah’s vision, Jeremiah’s oracles, Ezekiel’s vision of a new temple and a 
new city, and Haggai-Zechariah’s visions.  
 
6.3.1 Temple and Jerusalem/Zion in the Book of Isaiah 
Various portraits of Zion/Jerusalem are presented in the book of Isaiah. On the 
one hand, Zion/Jerusalem was described as Yahweh’s chosen sacred space, the holy 
mountain of the Lord and the sacred site for the Temple (e.g., Isa. 2:2-5; 8:18; 18:7). On 
the other hand, Yahweh’s denunciation of Jerusalem has been repeatedly addressed to the 
                                                        
20
 See Ezek. 1:28; 3:22-23.   
21
 Koester, The Dwelling of God, 19. In a detailed program of restoration, Koester argues, God 
would “reverse his judgment by placing Israel permanently in the land and that he himself would forever 
tabernacle with them would give hope to the exiles.” 
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people of Jerusalem and the land of Judah, also making the transformation of Jerusalem 
and the exaltation of Zion a recurrent theme in the book of Isaiah. Gendered portraits of 
Zion as female are also noticeable, and achieve various literary purposes.
22
 Sometimes, 
Zion/Jerusalem was personified as a sorceress or a prostitute who was doomed to divine 
judgment (e.g., Isa. 57:3-5). Other times, Zion was represented as a woman formerly 
“forsaken and hated,” but later sought out and restored (e.g., Isa. 60:15-16). Zion was 
also imagined as a mother who was about to give birth to a child, signifying the rebirth of 
Jerusalem (e.g., Isa. 66:7-9), as well as a comforting mother to those who mourned over 
Jerusalem (e.g., Isa. 66:10-11).  
Ulrich Berges underscores the characteristic feature about the usage of the two 
terms Zion and Jerusalem in Isaiah, compared to those in Jeremiah and Ezekiel. Whereas 
both terms refer to the same topography, “the city of Jerusalem,” which included its 
temple precincts, the usage of these terms in Isaiah was differentiated from one other. As 
Ulrich Berges observes, the term “Jerusalem” was generally used, especially in 
association with the indictment of the city in historical and political contexts, while the 
notion of “Zion” was employed when dealing with the themes of the restoration of the 
post-exilic Israel, particularly from Isaiah 40 forward.
23
  
                                                        
22
 For more on the female embodiment of Jerusalem in Isaiah (esp., 57:1-13; 60:1-22; 62:1-12; 
66:5-14), see Christl M. Maier, “Whose Mother? Whose Space? Jerusalem in Third Isaiah,” in 
Constructions of Space V: Place, Space and Identity in the Ancient Mediterranean World, edited by Gert T. 
M. Prinsloo and Christl M. Maier (New York; London; New Delhi; Sydney: Bloomsbury, 2013), 107-124. 
23
 See Ulrich Berges, “Personifications and Prophetic Voices of Zion in Isaiah and Beyond,” in 
The Elusive Prophet: The Prophet as a Historical Person, Literary Character and Anonymous Artist, 
edited by Johannes C. de Moor, OTS 45 (Leiden: Brill, 2001), 54-55. However, the term “Mount Zion” 
(h  - iyy n, !wYc-rh), which occurs ten times in Isaiah, is not found in the latter sections of Isaiah (e.g., 
chapters 40-66) and when the concept appears, it was being referred to by a descriptive term “my holy 
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A contrast between the current devastated state of Jerusalem and the hope for its 
future transformation was a distinctive feature evident even from the beginning of the 
book of Isaiah. The opening chapter contains a serious indictment of Israel for its 
religious infidelity, mostly addressed to its capital city, Jerusalem, and its ruling class (Isa. 
1:4). The prophet described the extremely corrupt state of the nation in such a powerful 
and vivid way as the figure of a bruised and brutalized body (Isa. 1:5-6): “From the sole 
of the foot even to the head, there is no soundness in it, but bruises and sores and 
bleeding wounds” (v. 6a, NRSV). The vulnerability of Zion was also personified as 
female and described as “daughter Zion” who was “left like a booth in a vineyard, like a 
shelter in a cucumber field, like a besieged city” (Isa. 1:7, NRSV). As Christl M. Maier 
points out, “the title ‘daughter’ refers to in a sociological sense, namely, that Zion needs 
protection itself and cannot protect her inhabitants.”24 The sinfulness of the city’s 
leadership was so extreme that it was even compared to that of the citizens of Sodom and 
Gomorrah, which became bywords for dramatic divine judgment on atrocious sins (Isa. 
1:10; cf. 3:9; 13:19).
25
 In the midst of the current situation of Israel’s infidelity and the 
devastated state of Jerusalem, however, the prophet foresaw a future in which Jerusalem 
                                                                                                                                                                     
mountain” (h   qod  , yvdq rh) rather than by the name Mount Zion. For these ten occurrences, see Isa. 
4:5; 8:18; 10:12; 10:32; 16:1; 18:7; 24:23; 29:8; 31:4; 37:32. While the eight verses have the reference 
“Mount Zion,” both Isaiah 10:32 and 16:1 have its more descriptive designation, “the Mount of daughter 
Zion.” For the reference to “my holy mountain,” see Isa. 56:7; 57:13; 65:11, 25; 66:20. These verses 
concerned the message of envisioning a glorious future. 
24
 Christl M. Maier, “Daughter Zion as a Gendered Space in the Book of Isaiah,” in Constructions 
Constructions of Space II: The Biblical City and Other Imagined Spaces, edited by Jon L. Berquist and 
Claudia V. Camp (New York; London: T & T Clark, 2008), 108. 
25
 See also Amos 5:21-24; Mic. 6:6-8; Jer. 6:20-21; 7:1-15.   
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would be restored (Isa. 1:26-31), receiving a new name designated as “the city of 
righteousness, the faithful city” (v. 26, NRSV; cf., 62:12, “you shall be called, “Sought 
Out, A City Not Forsaken,” NRSV). This contrast and “discrepancy between what the city 
of Jerusalem should be as the temple-city of God and what it is in reality”26 in the 
opening chapter become constant refrains throughout the book of Isaiah.   
Thus, the glimpse of the future transformation of Jerusalem was already alluded 
to in a passage in the second chapter of the book of Isaiah (Isa. 2:2-5).
27
 In a future time, 
Mount Zion, “the mountain of the LORD’s house shall be established as the highest of 
the mountains, and shall be raised above the hills; all the nations shall stream to it” (Isa. 
2:2, NRSV). Here the prophet described the Temple as “the LORD’s house” (bayit, tyb) 
and Mount Zion as being “the highest of the mountains” and “raised above the hills.” 
Throughout the ancient Near East, temples were described as the house where deities 
inhabited. Sharing a common ancient Near Eastern motif, Mount Zion was also often 
represented as the cosmic mountain.
28
 The theological significance of the altitude of 
Mount Zion is well-articulated by Donald Gowan as follows:   
This is a theological, not a topographical, statement. In the mythology of the 
ancient Near East, the World Mountain was an important theme, and its meaning 
in myth reveals to us what the OT intended to say by speaking of the height of 
                                                        
26
 Alexander, From Eden to the New Jerusalem, 50.   
27
 This passage occurs also in Mic. 4:1-5 with some minor variations. For the origin or authorship 
authorship of this passage, see Hans Wildberger, Isaiah 1-12, translated by Thomas H. Trapp (Minneapolis: 
Fortress Press, 1991), 85-87. See also E. Cannawurf, “The Authenticity of Micah IV 1-4,” in VT 13:1 
(1963), 26-33.  
28
 See Isa. 10:12, 32; 11:9; 16:1; 25:6; 29:8; 30:29; 40:9; 57:13; 65:26; cf. Ps. 48:1-2; Ezek. 20:40; 
20:40; 40:2. For a detailed survey of the cosmic mountain in the Old Testament, see Richard J. Clifford, 
The Cosmic Mountain in Canaan and the Old Testament, 98-181, esp. 156-58.  
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Zion. The World Mountain was the highest point on earth, located at the center of 
the earth, the point from which creation began, and thus the point par excellence 
where God could be encountered.
29
 
 
In a similar vein, Richard J. Clifford also remarks the intended exaltation of the height of 
Mount Zion. He asserts that the cosmic mountain did not have to “be a lofty peak” and 
that a “temple precinct in Sidon was termed ‘the high heavens!’”30   
With Mount Zion, “the mountain of the Lord’s house,” being elevated and exalted 
as “the highest mountains” (v. 2a), the sequence of significant future events was expected 
to take place (vv. 2c-5). There would be a call to worship and pilgrimage to Mount Zion, 
“the mountain of the Lord” and to the Temple, “the house of the God of Jacob” (v. 3). 
Mount Zion and the Temple would be the place to which a pilgrimage of all nations was 
to be made (vv. 2c-3a). The goal of such pilgrimage to Mount Zion would be for 
instruction from Yahweh (v. 3b-3c) since the word of Yahweh went from Jerusalem (v. 
3c) and the God of Jacob might teach them his ways (v. 3b). In that day, disputes between 
the nations would also be arbitrated, and there would be the end of conflicts and quarrels: 
“He [Yahweh] shall judge between the nations, and shall arbitrate for many peoples; they 
shall beat their swords into plowshares” (v. 4, NRSV). In this passage, Jerusalem and 
Mount Zion were represented as the locus of Yahweh’s divine instructions and decrees 
and thereby as the place where Yahweh would exercise supreme authority over all the 
nations.   
                                                        
29
 Donald E. Gowan, Eschatology in the Old Testament (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986), 11-12. See 
See also de Vaux, Ancient Israel, who asserts that the “Temple was built on the ‘mountain of Yahweh’ (Is 
2:2-3) and especially from the time of Isaiah onwards the name Sion takes on a religious meaning” (326).  
30
 Clifford, The Cosmic Mountain in Canaan and the Old Testament, 139.  
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A similar picture of the exaltation of Zion is also found in the latter part of the 
book of Isaiah, particularly in chapters 60 through 62 (Isa. 60:1-62:12).
31
 Particular 
attention has been drawn to these three chapters as a unit: all three chapters concern the 
destiny and exaltation of Zion, yet with different emphases.
32
 Perhaps the clearest gist of 
of these chapters can be found in Isaiah 62:10-12, which gives a summary of the hopes 
and aspirations expressed in chapters 60-62: 
10 Go through, go through the gates, prepare the way for the people; build up, build
 up the highway, clear it of stones, lift up an ensign over the peoples.  
11 The LORD has proclaimed to the end of the earth: Say to daughter Zion, “See 
 your salvation comes; his reward is with him, and his recompense before him.” 
12 They shall be called, “The Holy People, The Redeemed of the LORD”; and you
 shall be called, “Sought Out, A City Not Forsaken” (Isa. 62:10-12, NRSV). 
 
These verses incorporate distinctive images drawn from the previous chapters of the book 
of Isaiah. The task of preparing “the way” (derek, %rd) and building up “the highway” 
(  sillâh, hLsm) for the people in Isa. 62:10 were modeled on the image of preparing the 
way for return from exile and therefore the highway for the return of the glory of the 
Lord in Isaiah 40:3-5 (“A road [derek, %rd] for the Lord,” “A highway [  sillâh, hLsm] 
for our God” in 40:3).33 A series of actions described in Isaiah 62:10 (such as “prepare 
the way,” “build up the highway,” “clear/remove” the obstacles) are also strikingly 
reminiscent of those of Isaiah 57:14: “Build up, build up, prepare the way, remove every 
                                                        
31
 This section is generally considered to be the nucleus of Isaiah 56-66, having much common 
with Isaiah 40-55.  
32
 See Christopher R. Seitz, The Book of Isaiah, NIB, vol. 6 (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 2001), 
504-505. 
33
 In Isa. 62:11c, the entire phrase is the verbatim of Isaiah 40:10: “his reward is with him, and his 
his recompense before him” (Isa. 40:10, RSV). 
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obstruction from my people’s way” (Isa. 57:14, NRSV).34  
In Isaiah 62, the theme of the restoration of Zion is unequivocally clear. In this 
chapter, both the Israelites and the city of Jerusalem would receive a new name and 
designation. The Israelites would be called “the Holy People” (v. 12), which recalls the 
promise of “the holy seed” in Isaiah 6:13c. The city of Jerusalem would also receive a 
new designation as “Sought Out, A City Not Forsaken” (v. 12), which could be 
reminiscent of the names already accorded to Zion from the previous chapters.
35
 Other 
new names for the city given in Isaiah 62 also included: “My Delight Is in Her” and 
“Married” (v. 4).36 As Maier points out, the new names for Zion in Isaiah 62 represented 
represented “conceptualized space” or “conceived space,” which “buil[t] on the close 
relationship between the city and its patron deity,” reflecting the ideas of protection and 
divine rule.”37 The bestowal of the new names signified a change of Zion’s status from 
being abandoned and desolate to royal status and a site of delight and honor.       
 Aside from the cosmic significance of Mount Zion and the recurrent theme of the 
exaltation of Zion, the cosmic scheme of temple/God’s cosmic dwelling is remarkably 
                                                        
34
 See Seitz, The Book of Isaiah, 515-6, who argues that the image of lifting an “ensign” (n¢s, sn) 
in Isa. 62:10 has also been recurrently used in the previous chapters “for dispatching God’s instruments of 
judgment (5:26; 13:1) or for signaling a time of ingathering (11:12).” See also Isa. 43:6-7; 49:22; 66:19-
20. The upraised hand and signal will also help to identify an assembly point for the repatriation of 
dispersed Israelites by Gentiles (49:22), who will eventually be subject to Israel (60:12, 14). 
35
 In Isa. 1, the future Jerusalem will be called “the city of righteousness, the faithful city” (1:26). 
In Isa. 60, Zion will be designated as “the City of the LORD, the Zion of the Holy One of Israel” (60:14). 
36
 See the whole of Isaiah 62:4: “You shall no more be termed Forsaken, and your land shall no 
more be termed Desolate; but you shall be called My Delight Is in Her, and your land Married” (NRSV).  
37
 Maier, “Whose Mother? Whose Space?,” 116.   
  
326 
noticeable in the book of Isaiah. As already noted, the Temple was described as being 
built on Zion, the “mountain of Yahweh” (Isa. 2:2-3), having cosmic significance. The 
eighth-century prophet Isaiah received a call to take up the office of a prophet when he 
was in the Temple, where Isaiah had a vision of the heavenly throne-room of the celestial 
court. He saw Yahweh “sitting on a throne, high and lofty; and the hem of his robe filled 
the temple” (Isa. 6:1). As the seraphim chanted: “Holy, holy, holy is the LORD of hosts; 
the whole earth is full of his glory” (Isa. 6:3, NRSV), Isaiah saw God taking up residence 
in the whole earth, filling it with his glory. Although the element of a hyperbolic 
expression might be involved here, Isaiah’s vision of the heavenly throne-room conveys 
the idea that Yahweh would take up the whole realm of the earth as his divine abode.  
The connection between cosmos and temple is further highlighted in Isaiah. In 
Isaiah 63:15, the heavenly realm was described as God’s “holy and glorious habitation,” 
reinforcing the notion that God’s temple was in heaven. Perhaps the clearest example of 
the connection between cosmos and temple is found in Isaiah 66:1: “Heaven is my throne 
and the earth is my footstool; what is the house that you would build for me, and what is 
my resting place?” (Isa. 66:1, NRSV). Here the cosmos, both the heaven and the earth, 
was to be viewed as a temple. Heaven was God’s throne, and the earth was God’s 
footstool. God’s temple was also described as his “resting place.” In this text, the cosmos 
was to be viewed as a temple for God, and divine rest was located in heaven, which was 
God’s throne. Despite the lofty and grand scale of His heavenly and earthly abodes, 
God’s presence would be available among the lowly and distressed (cf., Isa. 57:15; 60:13; 
63:15).  
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6.3.2 New Temple and New City in the Book of Ezekiel 
The opening chapters of the book of Ezekiel center on the message about the 
departure of the divine presence from Jerusalem and the Temple. In his inaugural vision 
of the throne-chariot, Ezekiel saw the appearance of the likeness of Yahweh’s glory 
(Ezek. 1:4-28). What Ezekiel first saw was the manifestation of stormy wind, cloud, and 
fire (1:4), the phenomena often associated with the theophany of God in the Hebrew 
Bible. The prophet then watched the mysterious living creatures and wheels below the 
platform supporting God’s throne (1:5-25),38 which were identified as cherubim in a later 
later vision (10:15, 20), guardians of God’s throne.39 Aberrantly, the living creatures 
Ezekiel saw had four faces, that of a human being, a lion, an ox, and an eagle (v. 10; cf., 
Rev. 4:6-9),
40
 with each of them having four wings (vv. 6-11, 23-25)
41
 and full of eyes (v. 
(v. 8). Beside the living creatures, Ezekiel also saw the four wheels on the earth (v. 15), 
which could move “in any of the four directions without veering” (v. 17) along with the 
living creatures whose “spirit was in the wheels” (vv. 20, 21). The movability of these 
wheels signifies the omnidirectional mobility of the cosmic throne of God that would not 
                                                        
38
 Much of the account of Ezekiel’s inaugural vision constitutes the description of these creatures 
(1:5-25). For the original literary unit of this account and its expository commentary, see Moshe Greenberg, 
Ezekiel 1-20, AB 22 (Garden City: Doubleday, 1983), 42-59, who argues for the original literary unit of 
most of 1:4-28, attributing it to Ezekiel.   
39
 See also Exod. 25:18-22; 1 Kgs. 6:23-28.  
40
 The account in Rev. 4:6-9 describes the four living creatures like a lion, an ox, a human face, 
and an eagle giving glory and honor and thanks to the One who is seated on the throne. Each of these 
creatures are with six wings and full of eyes all around and inside.  
41
 See esp. Ezek. 1:24, where the sound of their wings in motion is vividly articulated by the 
employment of the following three similes: “like the sound of mighty waters,” “like the thunder of the 
Almighty,” and “a sound of tumult like the sound of an army.”  
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be tied down to the fixed location of earthly Jerusalem. Above the dome ([yqr [  q  ʿ], 
“firmament”; cf., Gen. 1:6-8) over the heads of the living creatures (v. 22), Ezekiel 
finally saw “a throne, in appearance like sapphire,” above which the glory of the Lord 
appeared (vv. 26-28). The likeness of the glory of the enthroned Yahweh was 
inexplicable with the precise human descriptions: it embodied the likeness of humankind, 
the appearance of gleaming amber and of fire, and that of the bow in a cloud, with the 
entire shape surrounded by splendor.   
 In Ezekiel’s second vision that transported Ezekiel to the Jerusalem (Ezek. 8:1-
11:25), as already noted earlier in this chapter, the prophet witnessed the extremity of 
Jerusalem’s wickedness, both cultic abominations and social wrongdoings, that had 
forced the glory of God to depart from the Temple and the city, leading to the eventual 
demise of the nation (esp. 8:6). At the beginning of Ezekiel’s second vision, the glory of 
the God of Israel is said to have been present in Jerusalem: “There was the glory of the 
God of Israel; it looked like what I had seen in the valley” (Ezek. 8:4, NJB).42 The glory 
of the God of Israel, which had been present in Jerusalem even during the time when the 
city’s inhabitants felt forsaken by God (Ezek. 8:4, 12b), was then described as having 
departed from the Temple and the city in a gradual yet dreadful manner. The movement 
of the departure of God’s glory went up from the cherub, the Temple’s innermost sacred 
zone, first to the threshold of the Temple (9:3), then to the east gate of the Temple’s outer 
                                                        
42
 See Greenberg, Ezekiel 1-20, 196-97. Moshe Greenberg explicates the function of this reference 
reference to the presence of God’s glory in Jerusalem within this temple vision account: “The narrative 
has to establish its presence in the temple area; whether with or without its bearers, inside the Temple or 
outside, are matters of no consequence and so not noted” (196-7).  
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court (10:18-19), and ascended from the middle of the city over the Mount of Olives 
toward Babylon (11:22-25). The departure of “the glory of the God of Israel” from the 
Temple and the city (Ezek. 8:6; 9:3; 10:4; 11:22) became an inescapable reality and fully 
justified on account of the extremity of Israel’s wickedness. The departure of God’s glory 
was equated with the divine judgment of Jerusalem.
43
    
Perhaps, Ezekiel 23 is one of those accounts in Ezekiel that most clearly vindicate 
Yahweh’s imminent judgment upon Jerusalem. Along with Ezekiel 16, this chapter 
employs the personification of cities as women, in conjunction with the metaphors of 
marriage and adultery.
44
 Whereas Ezekiel 16 employs the metaphor of the unfaithful wife 
wife to illustrate an extended history of Jerusalem’s apostasy, Ezekiel 23 uses the 
metaphor of the two sisters, Oholah (i.e., Samaria), the older, and Oholibah (i.e., 
Jerusalem), the younger (23:2-4). The sister’s names are similar in sound since both 
epithets stem from the Hebrew noun ʾōhel (lha, “tent”): Oholah (ʾoh lâ, hlha; “her 
[own] tent”) and Oholibah (ʾoh l  â, hbylha; “my tent [is] in her”).45 Though the 
implications of these epithets are not clear, the wordplay Oholah and Oholibah reminds 
the reader of the tradition of Israelite tent-sanctuaries, both the shrines of the Northern 
                                                        
43
 Daniel I. Block, The Book of Ezekiel: Chapters 1-24, NICOT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), 
306.   
44
 The personification of cities as women and the employment of female imagery are evident 
elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible, such as Isaiah, Jeremiah, Hosea, and Nahum. For an excellent discussion of 
the comparison between Ezek. 16 and 23, see Katheryn P. Darr, The Book of Ezekiel, NIB, vol. 6 (Nashville: 
Abingdon Press, 2001), 1220-42, 1316-32.   
45
 Walther Eichrodt, Ezekiel, OTL, translated by Cosslett Quin (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1970), 
1970), 322. For comments on these names, see Walther Zimmerli, Ezekiel I: A Commentary on the Book of 
the Prophet Ezekiel, Chapters 1-24, translated by Ronald Earnest Clements, Hermeneia (Philadelphia: 
Fortress, 1979), 483-84.  
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Kingdom of Israel and the Jerusalem Temple of Judah.  
The description of Oholah and Oholibah as the personified female figure “carries 
strong sexual overtones: she uncovers her bed for others and plays the whore for money” 
(23:17).
46
 The foreign alliances made by Israel and Judah were viewed as the acts of 
defilement and the sins of fornication committed by Oholah and Oholibah, Yahweh’s 
beloved wives. Oholah, the Northern Kingdom, was condemned for her alliances with 
Assyria (23:5-10): “Oholah played the whore while she was mine; she lusted after her 
lovers the Assyrians, warriors” (23:5). The divine execution of her sins was the fall of 
Samaria to Assyria in 722 B.C.E. (23:10). On the other hand, Oholibah, Judah (i.e., 
Jerusalem) was described as even “more corrupt than she [i.e., Oholah] in her lusting and 
in her whorings, which were worse than those of her sister” (23:11). The indictment of 
Oholibah (23:11-21) was her alliances with Assyria (23:12; cf., 2 Kgs. 16:7-9), Babylon 
(23:14-18),
47
 and with Egypt (23:19; cf., Ezek. 17:7, 15).    
The divine punishment of Oholibah was also announced (23:22-35): God would 
raise her “lovers,” the Babylonians, all the Chaldeans, as well as three Aramaean tribes 
(such as Pekod, Shoa, and Koa),
48
 against her (23:23). The motif of the cup of wrath 
(23:32-34), which also figures in other prophetic writings (Jer. 25:15-29; Hab. 2:15-16; 
Obad. 16), connects Jerusalem’s fate to Samaria’s: “You shall drink your sister’s cup, 
                                                        
46
 Maier, “Whose Mother? Whose Space,” 121.  
47
 See Ezek. 17:13; 2 Kgs 24:1, 17; cf., Isa. 39:1-8.   
48
 For more on Pekod, Shoa, and Koa, see Moshe Greenberg, Ezekiel 21-37, AB 22A (Garden City: 
City: Doubleday, 1997), 481; Zimmerli, Ezekiel I, 488.   
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deep and wide” (v. 32a); “A cup of horror and desolation is the cup of your sister Samaria” 
(v. 33b). Apart from their foreign alliances, the abdominal deeds of Samaria and Judah 
included child sacrifice and profanation of God’s Sabbaths (23:36-39). As adulterers 
were stoned and put to death (Lev. 20:10; Deut. 22:23-24), so the adultery and bloodshed 
of Oholah (i.e., Samaria) and Oholibah (i.e., Jerusalem) would be punished with death 
(23:46-49). The departure of God’s glory from the Temple and Jerusalem became a fully 
justified and unavoidable reality, signifying God’s punishment of Judah. However, the 
final purpose of God’s punishment would be Israel’s acknowledgement of the 
sovereignty and unrivaled power of its Lord: “you shall know that I am the LORD” 
(23:49c, NRSV).  
In his vision of a new temple and a new city (Ezek. 40-48), which transported him 
to a high mountain, Ezekiel witnesses the return of God’s glory to a restored land and a 
new Temple (esp. Ezek. 43:2-5; 44:4). In this vision, the city was nowhere explicitly 
named as “Jerusalem” or renamed as “the New Jerusalem.” Rather, the name of Israel’s 
future transformed city was  HWH     â [hMv hwhy, “Yahweh is there”] (Ezek. 48:35). 
Stevenson points out the significant implications of this new name: 
In the history of Israel, Jerusalem was the only city which was identified as the
 territory of the human king. David created an area within his own territory of
 YHWH. The house of David built (and controlled) the House of YHWH on
 Mount Zion. The concept of Zion, the mountain of the divine King, was joined to
 Jerusalem, the city of the human king. It is precisely this overlapping of territories
 which is the issue for the Book of Ezekiel. There is room for only one king in
 YHWH’s territory. This is no longer Jerusalem, City of David; it is YHWH
 Shammah, the City of YHWH, the territory of the King of Israel.
49
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This new city is reported to have twelve gates, one for each of the tribes of Israel (Ezek. 
48:30-34) with its new equal land allotment (48:1-29). The conclusion of Ezekiel’s vision 
was “the New Israel,” not “the New Jerusalem,” but with the new transformed City 
YHWH Shammah, “which replace[d] the human monarchy with the kingship of YHWH, 
and restore[d] Israel to a pre-monarchic social structure.”50 In this “New Israel,” God’s 
promise of His dwelling (“tabernacle”) would be a guaranteed reality: “My Presence shall 
rest over them; I will be their God and they shall be My people. And when My Sanctuary 
abides among them forever, the nations shall know that I the LORD do sanctify Israel” 
(Ezek. 37:27-28, TNK).   
 Ezekiel contains many references to the Jerusalem Temple that can provide 
information about the last years of the building’s existence postdating the destruction of 
the First Temple. Though much of the book is “cast in a visionary mode, in which reality 
and fantasy intermingle,” major differences between the Kings’ account and the passages 
in Ezekiel reveal important aspect about the Temple that “the Temple was not a static 
architectural entity.”51 Such differences may also reflect “the consequence of the 
substantial alterations that were made in the Temple’s form and contents by various 
rulers between the reigns of Solomon and Jehoiachin.”52 A good example of this feature 
is the altar of the inner court. Whereas the version of Kings did not contain any reference 
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 Stevenson, Vision of Transformation, 108.      
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 Meyers, “Temple, Jerusalem,” 352. 
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to the altar of the inner court, this altar was briefly mentioned in Chronicles (2 Chr. 4:1) 
and was treated in detail in the book of Ezekiel (Ezek. 40:47; 43:13-17).  
 
6.3.3 Temple, the City, Babylon, and Egypt in the Book of Jeremiah 
 In Jeremiah, the Temple, frequently referred to as “the house of the LORD” (    
YHWH, hwhy tyb), was presented as central sacred space that served as a symbol of 
divine election and of divine protection for Judah. However, the people’s general 
assumption that God would never allow the Temple, Yahweh’s dwelling place, to be 
harmed or destroyed had been seriously challenged in the book of Jeremiah. This was 
most clearly articulated in the so-called Temple sermon in Jeremiah 7. Despite the 
uncertainty about the identification of the actual occasion of the sermon,
53
 this account 
was presented as Jeremiah’s prophetic address to the people of Judah who came to the 
Temple at worship (Jer. 7:1-2). The prophet Jeremiah was summoned by Yahweh to 
stand “in the gate of the LORD’s house, and proclaim there” (v. 1). Steed V. Davidson, 
who discerns “the masculinist space production of the temple as central sacred space,” 
points out that the Temple was depicted in Jeremiah as central “public space with open 
access to a wide group of people,” which also served “as the staging ground for 
Jeremiah’s activities,” due to his presumed “access to the public.”54 Jeremiah’s prophetic 
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 Several suggestions have been proposed by scholars for its occasion, such as Jehoiakim’s 
inauguration and the autumn festival, one of the major pilgrimage festivals.  
54
 See Steed Vernyl Davidson, “‘Every Green Tree and the Streets of Jerusalem’: Counter 
Construction of Gendered Sacred Space in the Book of Jeremiah,” in Constructions of Space IV: Further 
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prophetic oracle was addressed to “all you people of Judah, you that enter[ed] these gates 
to worship the Lord” (v. 2).  
Patrick D. Miller argues that these first two verses in this chapter (vv. 1-2) 
characterize Jeremiah’s proclamation as a sort of “prophetic ‘entrance liturgy’” (cf., Ps. 
15; 24), liturgies used “for those entering the Temple” that would normally “identify the 
moral qualifications, the manifestations of a holy life that were appropriate for anyone 
coming before the holy God.”55 Such moral or ethical requirements have been elaborated 
elaborated in the form of both exaltation and prohibition in the subsequent verses of this 
sermon:  
3 Amend your ways and your doings, and let me dwell with you in this place.  
4 Do not trust in these deceptive words: “This is the temple of the LORD, the
 temple of the LORD, the temple of the LORD. 5 For if you amend your ways and
 your doings, if you truly act justly one with another, 6 if you do not oppress the
 alien, the orphan, and the widow, or shed innocent blood in this place, and if you
 do not go after other gods to your own hurt, 7 then I will dwell with you in this
 place, in the land that I gave of old to your ancestors forever and ever (Jer. 7:3-7,
 NRSV). 
 
This portion of Jeremiah’s sermon was constructed around the unspecified general term 
“this place” [  q   hazze, hZh ~wqm] (vv. 3, 6, 7), which could mean “the Temple” (“my 
place” in v. 12), or “the land” (v. 7) or even “the city” (v. 14, in parallel with Shiloh).56 
The exhortation for the people to amend their ways (vv. 3a, 5-6) was given as a 
prerequisite for Yahweh to dwell there with them (vv. 3b, 7). Besides, the warning 
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 Patrick D. Miller, The Book of Jeremiah, NIB, vol. 6 (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 2001), 635.  
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 For more on this, see Robert P. Carroll, Jeremiah: A Commentary, OTL (London: SCM Press, 
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against their dependence on false security was underscored by the threefold repetition of 
the phrase “the temple of the LORD” in verse 4, reflecting what the people had been 
saying and wanted to believe. In the subsequent verses (vv. 8-14), the Temple was 
repeatedly referred to as “the house, which is called by My [God’s] name” (vv. 10, 11, 
13). The indictment of Judah’s sins was that this “house” had been desecrated by its 
worshippers, profaned by their idolatry and their social injustice. The outcome of their 
sins was the withdrawal of God’s presence from them and their Temple. The divine 
punishment for Judah’s sins would come in the form of exile, as was that of the Northern 
Kingdom of Israel (“Ephraim,” in v. 15). Paradoxically, as de Vaux points out, “[I]t was 
in the Temple itself that Jeremiah preached against the Temple,
57
 and against that blind 
confidence in the building which was unaccompanied by the desire to reform one’s life 
(Jer. 7:1-15; 26:1-15).”58  
The reality of Judah’s exile comes into view in the narrative in Jeremiah 24. This 
account is a prophetic vision report (Jer. 24:1-10), in which the prophet Jeremiah 
recounted what the Lord showed him in a vision (vv. 1-3), along with the meanings of his 
vision provided by God (vv. 4-10). Jeremiah saw a vision of “two baskets of figs placed 
before the temple of the LORD. One basket had very good figs, like first-ripe figs, but the 
other basket had very bad figs, so bad that they could not be eaten” (vv. 1b-2, NRSV). 
This oracle of two baskets of figs, one good and the other rotten, as Miller asserts, 
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 One should note that this sermon was not a statement against temple worship.   
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 de Vaux, Ancient Israel, 326. The remaining verses of Jeremiah 7 (vv. 16-34) provide a vivid 
description of how far Judah has gone in idolatry to the point that Jeremiah’s sermon and intercession will 
only become futile.  
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presupposes “the division of the Judean community into two quite different geopolitical 
locales and circumstances,”59 reflecting a tension between the two Judean communities of 
of the post-exilic period: one remaining in the land and the other going into exile. The 
good figs represented the exiles in Babylon (v. 5), while the bad figs stood for those who 
tried to escape the fate of their exile by remaining in the Land (i.e. Palestine) or fleeing to 
live in Egypt (v. 8; cf., Jer. 42-44).
60
 Against the presumed delusion that those remaining 
remaining in Palestine (and dwelling in Egypt) were the true community of Yahweh’s 
people, the hope for the future of God’s people lay only with the Babylonian exiles.61 The 
The deportees would eventually return to their own land, and they would be built up into 
a faithful community of God’s own people (vv. 6-7), while the others would be destroyed 
(vv. 9-10).   
What is striking about Jeremiah’s vision in this passage is the scope of the spatial 
and geo-political contexts to which his vision referred. The vision encompassed three 
principal geopolitical locales of the Judean community in the postexilic period: Judah 
(Jerusalem/“this land,” vv. 5-6, 8), Egypt (v. 8), and Babylon (v. 1; cf., “the land of the 
Chaldeans,” v. 5). Barrie Bowman comments on the implications of the spatial 
construction in this narrative: 
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 See Jer. 29:10-14, where the prophet Jeremiah says that the return from exile will take place 
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The full vision of Jeremiah’s spatial construction now comes into view. Egypt, the
 place of former salvation and celebrated as a key memory in Israelite imagination,
 will become a curse. In turn, Babylon, the North Country, shall become the
 stepping-stone for blessings. … submission to the hegemony of the Babylonians  
is encouraged as the will of Yahweh. … Jeremiah 24 explicates the Exile as a  
reality and incorporates Yahweh’s construction of sacred space in Babylon.62 
 
The land of Babylon, which has been frequently referred to as “the north” (  p n, !wpc) or 
“the land/country of the north” (ʾe e    p n, !wpc #ra) in the previous chapters of the 
book of Jeremiah,
63
 is now introduced as Yahweh’s chosen place for the exile of his 
people. The exile to Babylon was to be viewed as part of God’s plan and became an 
unescapable reality for the Judeans. Those “exiles from Judah” (v. 4) were represented as 
the true “remnant of Jerusalem” (v. 8).64 Both the exile to the land of Babylon and the 
eventual return to the land of Judah were part of God’s providential and sovereign plan.   
Aside from the land of Judah and that of Babylon, this passage has another spatial 
context for the Judeans of the post-exilic period, that is, the land of Egypt. For the 
Israelites, the land of Egypt, which served as the place of the memory of the Exodus,
65
 
had been frequently used as the place of asylum throughout the history of ancient Israel. 
                                                        
62
 Barrie Bowman, “The Place of the Past: Spatial Construction in Jeremiah 1-24,” in 
Cons  uc ions of Sp ce IV: Fu  he  Develop en s in Ex  ining Ancien  Is  el’s Soci l Sp ce, edited by 
Mark K. George (New York; London; New Delhi; Sydney: Bloomsbury, 2013), 105-106.  
63
 For references to “the north” (  p n, !wpc), see Jer. 1:13-15; 3:12; 4:6; 6:1; 13:20; 15:12, and 
those to “the north country/land” (ʾe e    p n, !wpc #ra), see Jer. 3:18; 6:22; 10:22; 16:15; 23:8.  
64
 The return of exile to the land of Judah is described as the return of their heart to Yahweh 
himself: “for they will return to Me with their whole heart” (Jer. 24:7c, NASV). In Jer. 24:1-10, aside from 
its explicit references to “Judah” (vv. 2, 4) or to “Jerusalem” (vv. 2, 8), the land of Judah is referred to the 
euphemistic terms, such as “this place” (v. 5) and “this land” (vv. 6, 8).  
65
 For an excellent discussion of the power of the place-memory of Egypt, the Exodus, and the 
Wilderness in Jeremiah, see Bowman, “The Place of the Past,” 94-102.  
  
338 
Jeremiah’s oracle in chapter 44 (vv. 1-14) was specifically addressed to the Jewish 
Diaspora in Egypt, warning them against repeating the mistakes of their fathers in Judah 
and Jerusalem and against facing the subsequent destruction.
66
 Jeremiah’s oracle 
consisted of the following three components: 1) a rehearsal of the past/recent destruction 
of Judah and Jerusalem (vv. 2-6); 2) the indictment of the current Jewish community in 
Egypt who continued the practices that led to the Babylonian catastrophe (vv. 7-10); and 
3) the announcement of the destruction of the Egyptian remnant (vv. 11-14).
67
 This 
speech was certainly in keeping with the report of the fate of the “bad figs” stated in 
Jeremiah’s visionary report in chapter 24 (esp. 24:8). Those who had escaped the 
Babylonian exile to dwell in Egypt were not the ones who bore the future hope of Judah.       
The subsequent passage of this chapter (Jer. 44:15-19), which recounts the 
response of the refugees in Egypt to Jeremiah’s oracle, contains important information 
about the veneration of the Queen of Heaven as a distinctive female religion.
68
 The 
opening verse (v.15) of this passage reads:  
Then all the men who were aware that their wives had been making offerings to  
other gods, and all the women who stood by, a great assembly, all the people who  
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 The opening verse of this passage attests to the presence of the widespread Jewish communities 
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lived in Pathros in the land of Egypt, answered Jeremiah (Jer. 44:15, NRSV). 
Davidson points to the inclusion of women in this assembly, arguing that verse 15 
“describes the united front including men and women, and grants it the status of a sizable 
religious assembly.”69 He goes on to argue that while verse 15 “enables the 
acknowledgement of the bodies of women in the assembly,” the response of the refugees 
in verses 16-19 “reflects the voices of women.”70 This observation is further confirmed 
by the summary of their sayings in Yahweh’s response in verse 25: “We [i.e., both men 
and women/wives] will certainly perform our vows that we have vowed, to burn 
sacrifices to the queen of heaven and pour out libations to her” (Jer. 44:25c, NASV). 
Unlike the male-dominated “temple-produced space that restricts access to women,” 
Davidson asserts, the space produced by the veneration of the Queen of Heaven certainly 
“admits to the presence of women.”71 Besides, the scale of this cult extended to include 
Judah’s leadership: “just as we and our ancestors, our kings and our officials, used to do 
in the towns of Judah and in the streets of Jerusalem” (Jer. 44:17b, NRSV). The general 
spiritual state of the Judean community in Egypt was described as being far from proving 
to be the true community of God’s people.72  
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6.3.4 The City of Jerusalem in Ezra-Nehemiah and “the House of Yahweh” in Haggai-
Zechariah 
 
The books of Ezra and Nehemiah provide the major historical source for our 
knowledge of Jewish life in Palestine during the post-exilic period, covering the story of 
Israel’s history from the first return to Jerusalem (538 B.C.E.) to the end of Nehemiah’s 
second term as governor of Judah (around 400 B.C.E.). The story of the return of the 
exiles to Jerusalem can be characterized by four major events in association with four 
corresponding key figures, such as the laying of the foundations of the Temple with 
Sheshbazzar, the rebuilding of the Temple with Zerubbabel, the reformation of the 
community according to the Torah with Ezra, and the rebuilding of the walls of Jerusalem 
with Nehemiah. The primary focus of biblical studies has been placed on these events 
mentioned above and their related matters, such as the rebuilding of the Temple, the 
                                                                                                                                                                     
some groups of Jews in Egypt are said to have practiced the worship of Yahweh, having a temple of 
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establishment of the temple cult, the observance of the covenant (i.e., the Torah), and the 
separation from the Gentiles, that are considered as fundamental elements for the central 
task of the rebuilding and reclaiming of their identity as God’s people.73 On the other 
hand, due attention has not been given to the city of Jerusalem, while “in the books of 
Ezra-Nehemiah, Jerusalem “serves as an important theological topos for the construction 
of identity of post-exilic Israel.”74  
For Ezra-Nehemiah,
75
 the entire city of Jerusalem, not just the Temple, was 
considered holy, designated as the “holy city” (ʿ   h qqōde , vdqh ry[; Neh. 11:1, 18). 
While the city’s epithet “Zion” was not employed in Ezra-Nehemiah, its explicit proper 
name “Jerusalem” occurred almost as frequently as the Temple in these books.76 The 
imposing occurrence of the reference to “Jerusalem” in Ezra-Nehemiah conveys the 
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weight of the role of this city in the narratives of these books, as well as its prominent 
role in the life of post-exilic Israel. Based on a careful examination of the syntactical 
constructions/uses of Jerusalem in the books of Ezra and Nehemiah, Maria Häusl 
identifies four major features about Jerusalem:  
1. Jerusalem is the place to which people from the Golah or the Diaspora go. 
2. Jerusalem is the location of the house of God, especially in the book of Ezra. 
3. The walls and gates of Jerusalem, according to Neh. 1:1-7:3, are reconstructed. 
4. According to Neh. 7:4-5 and ch. 11, Jerusalem is the place that is resettled.77    
 
These features about Jerusalem, depicted in Ezra-Nehemiah, are so well-known and 
noticeable that their own import is not sometimes taken into proper consideration or often 
taken for granted as the background information for other important themes. A careful 
attention to each of these features will help to facilitate a further understanding of the city 
of Jerusalem, “the holy city” (Neh. 11:1, 18), as sacred space and geography.    
In the books of Ezra-Nehemiah, first of all, Jerusalem became the destination of 
important movements of post-exilic Israel, in association with the successive stages of 
return from exile, with the specific goals of rebuilding the Temple, reinstitution of 
sacrificial worship, formation of the community, and rebuilding the walls of Jerusalem. 
With Cyrus’ edict of liberation (Ezra 1:2-4) that permitted the Jewish exiles “to go up to 
Jerusalem in Judah, and rebuild the house of the LORD,”78 the first journey from 
Babylonia to Jerusalem was led by Sheshbazzar who brought up the temple vessels from 
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Babylon to Jerusalem. The primary goal of this movement was to rebuild the house of 
Yahweh in Jerusalem.
79
 Sheshbazzar was responsible for laying the foundations of the 
Temple, though little is known about his term as governor.  
The second journey from Babylonia to Jerusalem was led by Zerubbabel, along 
with other leading figures, including Jeshua and Nehemiah (Ezra 2:1-2). The scope of the 
destination mentioned in the text, which was not limited to Jerusalem, but also included 
Judah and all its cities/towns, further qualifies the description of this movement as a 
return: “returned to Jerusalem and Judah, each to his own city” (Ezra 2:1, TNK).80 The 
primary task of Zerubbabel was to rebuild the Temple, and its first step was the 
restoration of the altar, which along with the implementation of priesthood, signified a 
return of sacrificial worship (Ezra 3:1-7).    
With the Temple of Yahweh in Jerusalem being completed (Ezra 6:13-15), the 
third journey from Babylonia to Jerusalem took place under the scribe Ezra who was also 
accompanied by “some of the people of Israel, and some of the priests and Levites, the 
singers and gatekeepers, and the temple servants” (Ezra 7:7, RSV; 7:6-9; 8:1-20).81 Ezra’s 
Ezra’s central mission, authorized by the Persian king Artaxerxes, was to implement the 
formation of the community according to the Torah (Ezra 7:13-24). The mission of the 
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formation of the community with the covenant of God was also taken up by Nehemiah, a 
cupbearer to King Artaxerxes I and governor of the Persia province of Yehud (i.e., 
Judah).
82
 Aside from his efforts to implement the Torah in post-exilic Israel’s life, 
Nehemiah was responsible for rebuilding the walls of Jerusalem.   
Tamara C. Eskenazi argues that in Ezra-Nehemiah, the “temple-like sanctity was 
extended to the city as a whole.”83 As mentioned earlier, for Ezra-Nehemiah, the entire 
city of Jerusalem was considered holy with the title of “the holy city” (ʿ   h qqōde , 
vdqh ry[; Neh. 11:1, 18). A brief discussion of these features about Jerusalem, such as 
the place of the Temple, the city with the walls and gates, and the place for the 
resettlement, can provide some insights into why this city was called “the holy city” in its 
own distinctive context. Jerusalem, first of all, was described as the designated location 
for the rebuilding of the Temple. The designation of Jerusalem as the location of “the 
house of God” had been given by non-Israelites mentioned in the book Ezra, adding more 
credentials to the position of Jerusalem as the city that housed the Temple of God. For 
instance, in King Cyrus’s edict in Ezra 1:2-4, Jerusalem was repeatedly mentioned as the 
place of the rebuilding of the Temple:  
Whoever is among you of all his people, may his God be with him, and let him go  
up to Jerusalem, which is in Judah, and rebuild the house of the LORD, the God  
of Israel -- he is the God who is in Jerusalem (Ezra 1:3, RSV).  
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The correspondence between the governor Tattenai (Ezra 5:6-17) and King Darius (6:1-
12) also confirmed the fact that the Temple was to be rebuilt and restored at its original 
site, Jerusalem:  
Also, let the gold and silver vessels of the house of God which Nebuchadnezzar  
took from the temple of Jerusalem and brought to Babylon be sent back; let them  
be returned to their place in the temple of Jerusalem and deposited in the house of  
God (Ezra 6:5, NAB).  
The Aramaic royal letter of King Artaxerxes in Ezra 7:11-26 also repeatedly mentioned 
the city of Jerusalem both as the place of the Temple and as the dwelling place of God: 
“the God of Israel, whose dwelling is in Jerusalem” (v. 15b); “for the house of their God 
in Jerusalem” (v. 16c); “the altar of the house of your God in Jerusalem” (v. 17c); and 
“before the God of Jerusalem” (v. 19b). Jerusalem was not only described as the place of 
the house of God, but the entire city was also considered as the dwelling place of God.   
A second important feature about the city of Jerusalem concerns the task of the 
building of the walls of Jerusalem, which was implemented by Nehemiah who was sent 
by King Artaxerxes to rebuild the city (Neh. 2:5). The entire section in Neh. 1:1-7:5, 
which came from Nehemiah’s memoirs, contains a series of episodes concerning the 
rebuilding of Jerusalem under Nehemiah’s leadership. The wall of Jerusalem had been 
broken down by the Babylonians in 586 B.C.E., while its gates had been also destroyed 
by fire (Neh. 1:3, NRSV). Despite the continued opposition from and intensive conflict 
with their opponents, such as Sanballat, Tobiah, and Geshem,
84
 Nehemiah and his 
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 The opponents’ key accusation is that the rebuilding of the city wall was a rebellion against the 
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builders were said to have continued the rebuilding of the walls and gates of Jerusalem, 
until they brought this project to final completion.
85
 In Nehemiah, the rebuilding of the 
Jerusalem walls was depicted as the project carried out by the entire Judean community: 
“the Jews, the priests, the nobles, the officials, and the rest that were to do the work” 
(Neh. 2:16, NRSV).
86
 From the ancient Near Eastern perspective, a city was often 
characterized by its walls and gates. In contrast with the opponents’ perception of a 
walled city from the outside, that was often considered acts of rebellion against the 
Persian king and a political move to national independence, the rebuilding of a walled 
city for the Jews, as Häusl states, “mean[t] creating a new protected space in which the 
population c[ould] live.”87 With the walls being built and the gates set up, Nehemiah 
appointed “the gatekeepers, the singers, and the Levites” (Neh. 7:1b) as guards of the 
city’s gates (Neh. 7:1-3). The appointment of these individuals, who normally officiated 
at the Temple, as guards of the city’s gates, extended the sanctity of the Temple to the 
entire walled city, signifying the new sanctity of the city as a whole.     
 Thirdly, with the reconstruction of Jerusalem as a walled city with the gates, 
Nehemiah went on to implement the resettlement of the city and was now concerned with 
the rebuilding of the community. The state of Jerusalem was characterized by its sparse 
population: “Now, the city was quite wide and spacious, but its population was small, and 
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none of the houses had been rebuilt” (Neh. 7:4, NAB). The repeated list of returnees in 
Neh. 7:6-73a basically duplicates the initial list of returnees who came to Jerusalem under 
Zerubbabel and Jeshua in Ezra 2:1-70, only with minor variations.
88
 In the ensuing 
chapters of Nehemiah (Neh. 8-13), Jerusalem performed distinctive functions as a holy 
city. The city served as the locale for the great celebration of the inauguration and the 
renewal of the reconstructed community, extending over several weeks (Neh. 8:1-13:31). 
As Häusl argues, Jerusalem became “the public space where the reading of the Torah, the 
liturgical and cultic feasts, as well as the conclusion of the agreement with YHWH, t[ook] 
place.”89 The meaning, significance, and functions of Jerusalem as a holy city were 
particularly highlighted by the communal pledge to obedience to the Torah, which was 
confirmed by the signatories of the representatives on behalf of the entire community 
(Neh. 10:1-27) and by the subsequent implementation of securing religious and social 
institutions (10:28-39). The restored community with a renewed commitment to God’s 
Torah was then ready to repopulate its rebuilt city Jerusalem. Notably, only one tenth of 
the Judean population,
90
 selected by casting lots, agreed to repopulate Jerusalem, while 
the rest of the population lived in the other towns (11:1). This further confirms the 
designation of Jerusalem as the holy city, signifying the expansion of the notion of 
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holiness that went beyond a specific cultic setting. For Ezra-Nehemiah, the entire city of 
Jerusalem as a whole had distinctive meanings, significance, and functions as a sacred 
space for the early post-exilic Judean community.   
The central task of the rebuilding of the Temple and of the community at 
Jerusalem in the early post-exilic period is also echoed in the books of Haggai and 
Zechariah. From the references in Ezra 5:1-2 and 6:14, one can find the mention of both 
prophets Haggai and Zechariah as follows: 
 5:1 Now the prophets, Haggai and Zechariah son of Iddo, prophesied to the Jews
 who were in Judah and Jerusalem, in the name of the God of Israel who was over
 them. 5:2 Then Zerubbabel son of Shealtiel and Jeshua son of Jozadak set out to
 rebuild the house of God in Jerusalem; and with them were the prophets of God,
 helping them. … 6:14 So the elders of the Jews built and prospered, through the
 prophesying of the prophet Haggai and Zechariah son of Iddo. They finished their
 building by command of the God of Israel and by decree of Cyrus, Darius, and
 King Artaxerxes of Persia (Ezra 5:1-2; 6:14, NRSV). 
 
In both occasions stated above, the prophets Haggai and Zechariah were mentioned in the 
context of rebuilding the Temple: whereas Haggai and Zechariah in Ezra 5:1-2 are 
represented as being with Zerubbabel and Jeshua, who were responsible for rebuilding 
the Temple and helping them, Ezra 6:14 recounts the completion of the Temple, 
highlighting the role of their prophetic inspiration for the elders of the Jews to complete 
the reconstruction of the Temple. Because of the apparent association of the prophets 
with the rebuilding of the Temple, as depicted in Ezra, the assumption has been made that 
the thematic messages of both Haggai and Zechariah had been generated by their call to 
rebuild the Temple in Jerusalem.
91
 However, the portraits of the prophets’ proclamations 
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proclamations in the books of Haggai and Zechariah are to be examined each in its own 
right, differentiated from this assumed orientation, since the main thematic concerns of 
these prophets reflect a different focus.   
 The book of Haggai, the shortest of the Minor Prophets, can be organized into 
five sections (1:1-11; 1:12-15a; 1:15b-2:9; 2:10-19; and 2:20-23),
92
 around the main 
thematic concern of the rebuilding of the Temple. In these five sections, the main concern 
of the prophet Haggai was clearly expressed: the reconstruction of the Temple. The first 
section (1:1-11), an oracle of judgment, was directed against the people for failing “to 
rebuild the LORD’s house” (    yhwh, hwhy tyb; Hag. 1:2). In the second section (1:12-
15a), the people responded favorably to the oracle, which charged them to get to work 
“on the House of the LORD Of hosts” (1:14). In the next two sections (1:15b-2:9; 2:10-
19), oracles of encouragement were given to the remnant of the people engaged in the 
building projects.
93
 When the foundation stone for the Second Temple, whose splendor 
would be greater than the old one, was set, the day of ritual rededication would be 
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considered the turning point from being cursed to being blessed (esp. 2:9, 18). The final 
section (2:20-23) was an oracle of salvation about the promises of cosmic reversals, 
terrestrial justice, and national vindication that would follow in the wake of the 
reconstruction of the Temple. As seen in these five sections, the main concern 
communicated in the book of Haggai was to emphasize the mandate to reconstruct the 
Temple.   
In contrast, the main issue of the book of Zechariah had a different focal point.  
Peter Marinkovic argues that whereas the main goal of Haggai was to support the 
rebuilding of the Temple “as the outer house of YHWH,” which was “the construction of 
the external and visible sign,” the thematic concern of the book of Zechariah had a 
different dimension of emphasis, “with its concern for the need to establish the YHWH 
community, the ‘later’ temple community, that is, the inner ‘house’ of YHWH.”94 The 
book of Zechariah, the longest and the most obscure of the Minor Prophets (i.e., the 
Twelve Prophets), can be primarily divided into two parts: Zech. 1-8 and 9-14.
95
 In the 
first section, Zech. 1-8, which consists of a series of vision reports, Marinkovic discerns 
the following three thematic concerns: 
First, YHWH’s return to Jerusalem and his abode are regarded as the turning
 point for his people’s return to Jerusalem. … The second major theme in 
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Zechariah 1-8 concern the leadership of the community of YHWH in Jerusalem.
 … The third major theme of Zechariah 1-8 consists of the main features of the
 rulers of conduct that order daily life in the YHWH community in Jerusalem.
96
    
 
While sharing Haggai’s zeal for the rebuilding of the Temple, Zechariah put more focus 
on the restoration of Jerusalem, more specifically the reconstruction of the community in 
Jerusalem. The return of Yahweh to Jerusalem and his dwelling presence in Jerusalem 
would bring about a restored Jerusalem/Zion:  
Thus says the LORD: I will return to Zion, and will dwell in the midst of  
Jerusalem; Jerusalem shall be called the faithful city, and the mountain of the  
LORD of hosts shall be called the holy mountain (Zech. 8:3, NRSV).
97
  
 
6.3.5 Temple and Zion in the Book of Psalms  
 The theological significance of the Jerusalem Temple/Zion as the city/mountain 
of God is also expressed in the Psalter, especially in a group of psalms called “Zion 
psalms” or “Songs of Zion.” Aside from the fivefold arrangement of the Psalter,98 the 
book of Psalms can be divided into various groups of psalms according to their literary 
forms. Zion psalms (such as Ps. 2; 46; 48; 68; 76; 78; 84; 87; 122; 132; 133; 147) share 
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the conviction that Zion, the holy mountain and the city of the Temple, was the place for 
Yahweh’s dwelling presence in the midst of the people. These psalms celebrated Zion as 
the holy mountain (48:1-3), the city of God (46:4-5; 48:8; 87:3), and the unshakable 
center of the world because Yahweh’s dwelling presence was in the midst of Jerusalem 
(46:7, 11).
99
 The Lord himself chose Zion for his habitation (Ps. 132:13) and for his royal 
royal residence (Ps. 68:17 [Eng. 68:16]; 78:68), and as already pointed out, God’s 
residence was called his “resting place” (Ps. 132:14).  
The virtues of Jerusalem as “the city of God” are highlighted in these Zion psalms. 
Psalm 48, for instance, praises Jerusalem as the city of God:  
1 Great is the LORD and greatly to be praised in the city of our God! His holy 
mountain, 2 beautiful in elevation, is the joy of all the earth, Mount Zion, in the 
far north, the city of the great King (Ps. 48:1-2, RSV). 
 
In the description of Zion, which was highly idealized, Zion was not only the city of God, 
but also called God’s “holy mountain, beautiful in elevation” (vv. 1-2). The mention of 
the altitude of Mount Zion is significant. Jon L. Berquist connects the import of Zion 
with its height:   
Certainly, Jerusalem’s functions must be understood in more than Firstspace 
 terms. Height, however, is in fact more than a Firstspace notion. In Secondspace
 terms, elevation is a powerful symbol of authority and power. Height provides
 Jerusalem with symbolic advantages.
100
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Enthroned upon Zion, his holy mountain of great height, Yahweh proclaimed his 
authority, power, and kingship as the great King.
101
 Zion then became “the joy of all the 
earth” and “the city of the great King” (v. 2). Zion was celebrated as the place of 
Yahweh’s dwelling presence; the focus of its greatness was not on the place itself, but on 
God who was the great King. God’s dwelling presence transformed the mountain and the 
city as the sacred mountain and the holy city. As the final verses of Psalm 48 indicate, the 
pilgrims who would take a ritual procession through the fortifications of the city might 
relate to the future generation that this mighty city signifies the mighty God who dwelt 
there: “Walk about Zion, go all around it, count its towers, consider well its ramparts; go 
through its citadels, that you may tell the next generation that this is God” (v. 12-14, 
NRSV). In this psalm, one can find the mountain and the city placed in synonymous 
parallelism. Mount Zion and the City of Jerusalem were not distinguished from each 
other; rather, they represented the single entity of Yahweh’s holy dwelling place. 
Apart from the focus on the virtues of Zion as the city of God, the Zion psalms 
also express a deep yearning for the Jerusalem Temple. Psalm 84, a Zion psalm and a 
pilgrimage hymn, is a good representative example. The author of this psalm expressed 
the great longing for the Temple as follows: 
1 How lovely is your dwelling place, O LORD of hosts! 2 My soul longs, indeed
 it faints for the courts of the LORD; my heart and my flesh sing for joy to the
 living God (Ps. 84:1-2, NRSV). 
 
This psalm begins with the longing for the beauty of the Temple that was designated here 
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as Yahweh’s “tabernacle/dwelling place” ( i k n  , twnkvm [pl. of  i k n, !kvm]). 
Throughout this psalm, the author expressed the great longing to reside in the Temple, 
seeing it as the only desirable home to dwell, in the proximity to God. In verses 4 and 5, 
the happiness of dwelling in the Temple is expressed with the identical introductory 
phrase, “Happy/Blessed (ʾ    , yrva) are those.” Whereas verse 4 explicitly mentions the 
locale of dwelling (‘your house,’    ek , ^tyb) in reference to the Temple, verse 5 does 
not mention any locale, but maximizes the expression of the great yearning for the 
Temple: “in whose hearts are the highways to Zion” (v. 5, NRSV). Levenson points out 
the essence of the yearning in this psalm: “not ethical in character, but expressive of a 
profound yearning for life in the Temple,” and “not for a mythical union with God, but 
for communion with God in latter’s own abode.”102 The latter part of Psalm 84 (vv. 6-12) 
is also permeated with the sense of joy and yearning for the whole experience of 
travelling to Jerusalem to be in the Temple courts: “For a day in your courts is better than 
a thousand elsewhere. I would rather be a doorkeeper in the house of my God than live in 
the tents of wickedness” (Ps. 84:10, NRSV).     
Psalm 2, both a royal psalm and Zion psalm, explicitly demonstrates the political 
dimension of Mount Zion as the holy mountain. Several selected verses from this psalm 
are of particular importance:  
2 kings of the earth take their stand, and regents intrigue together against the
 LORD and against His anointed? 4 He who is enthroned in heaven laughs; the
 LORD mocks at them. 6 “But I have installed My king on Zion, My holy  
mountain!” 7 Let me tell of the decree: the LORD said to me, “You are My son, I  
have fathered you this day. 8 Ask it of Me, and I will make the nations your  
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domain; your estate, the limits of the earth” (Ps. 2:2, 4, 6-8, TNK).  
 
In this psalm, the Lord who was “enthroned in heaven” has installed His anointed on 
Zion, “His holy mountain,” as “His king” on earth (vv. 2, 4, 6). As seen in the adoption 
formula in verse 7 (“You are My son, I have fathered you”), the coronation made 
Yahweh’s anointed human king the adopted son of the divine King.103 The function of 
Mount Zion as the locale for God’s installation of his earthly king had some notable 
implications. Mount Zion became God’s holy mountain, which made a link between the 
Lord who was “enthroned in heaven” (v. 4) and the human monarch who was enthroned 
on earth. Yahweh’s installation of the king on this holy mountain rendered another 
dimension of rule to reign of the human king that could go above the arena of ordinary 
politics. The human monarch was enthroned on earth as God’s adopted son and his 
chosen agent in the world of politics, where the “kings of the earth” took “their stand” 
against Yahweh and His anointed one (v. 2).  
 
6.4 High Places [bāmôt] in the Latter Prophets 
As already discussed in Chapter 5 of this dissertation, high places called b  ôt 
(twmb) were open-air sanctuaries or sanctuaries with simple building structures. In 
earlier times, the b  ôt (twmb) were regarded as acceptable cultic installations. However, 
with the construction of the Temple of Solomon in Jerusalem, the contesting nature of 
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the b  ôt (twmb) was underscored by the biblical writers who condemned them as 
illegitimate cultic apparatuses to be destroyed or removed. Various portraits of b     
are found in the Latter Prophets as well. This chapter will conclude with a brief 
discussion of various biblical perspectives of b  ôt (twmb) presented in the Latter 
Prophets. The target sources include: Hosea, Amos, Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel.  
Though the occurrence of b  ôt (twmb) is sometimes sparse and limited in these books, 
this overview will still be valuable because each biblical text written from a different 
perspective has a different emphasis in approaching b  ôt (twmb).  
 The book of Hosea that stands as the first book in the Latter Prophets (also known 
as the Minor Prophets) critiques the political, social, and above all, religious life of Israel 
in the final days before its destruction by the Assyrians in 722 B.C.E. The prophet’s only 
reference to b  ôt (twmb) figures in Hosea 10:1-10. In this passage, Israel was 
represented as “a luxuriant vine” (v. 1) that yielded wrong type of fruit, produced by its 
deceitful heart, and thereby Israel, “a luxuriant vine,” would become “like poisonous 
weeds” (v. 4) and overrun with “thorns and thistle” (v. 8). Israel was condemned for 
bearing its guilt for producing and multiplying its illicit altars ( iz     , twxbzm), pillars 
(        , twbCm), and high places (b  ôt, twmb).  
The b  ôt (twmb) of Aven, Bethel’s high places, represented the wickedness of 
Israel’s idolatry. The prophet announces that the “inhabitants of Samaria” should be put 
to shame; their “calves of Beth-aven” (ʿegl       ʾ wen, !wa tyb twlg[) would be carried 
away as tribute to the King of Assyria (vv. 5-6) and the high places of Aven (      
ʾ wen) would be called “the sin of Israel” (     ʾ   yi   ʾ l, larfy taJx; v. 8). The term 
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    ʾ wen (!wa tyb), meaning “house of trouble, harm, deceit, or nothing,”104 becomes a 
pejorative name used by Hosea to refer to Bethel, Israel’s central cultic place (Hos. 4:15; 
5:8; 10:5). Although little is known about the detailed measure of the wickedness 
performed at the b  ôt (twmb) of Aven, the “high places” of Bethel are represented by 
Hosea as the prime target of his criticism.
105
  
The prophet Amos, a native of the southern state of Judah, prophesies to and in 
the northern state of Israel. Amos’s main concern was a call for “justice” ( i p  , jpvm) 
and “righteousness” (  d qâ, hqdc; Amos 5:7, 24; 6:2), terms that signaled the prophet’s 
focus on social equality and concern for the marginalized and underprivileged. 
References to various localized models of sacred space in the book of Amos are thus to 
be understood in light of this main concern of the prophet. In Amos, the reference to 
b     occurs only once in 7:9: 
The high places of Isaac shall be desolate, and the sanctuaries of Israel shall be
 laid waste. I will rise with the sword against the house of Jeroboam (NKJV). 
 
In this verse, the b  ôt (twmb) were associated with the name “Isaac,” a rare designation 
for the Northern Kingdom. In fact, the b  ôt (twmb) of Isaac, in parallel with “the 
sanctuaries of Israel,” represented the cult of the Northern Kingdom. As Shalom Paul 
notes, Amos’ views of b  ôt (twmb) in themselves as illicit cultic installations are unclear 
and inconclusive, since the text does not discuss much about them.
106
 Unlike the 
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conventional association of the b  ôt (twmb) with the          (twbCm, “sacred stone 
pillar”) and the ʾ       (~yrva, “sacred wooden pole”) in a context, where the b  ôt 
(twmb) and these cultic installations were condemned as illicit worship, the book of Amos 
does not mention either          (twbCm) or ʾ       (~yrva). Rather, the destruction of 
both the b     (twmb) of Isaac and the sanctuaries of Israel had been pronounced here “as 
part of judgment oracle against the cult and royal house of the northern kingdom.”107   
Aside from the reference to the b     (twmb) of Isaac, several renowned local 
cultic places, such as Gilgal and Bethel, are mentioned in Amos (4:4; 5:5; cf., Bethel 
alone in 3:14; 9:1). The prophet Amos, together with his contemporary Hosea (Hos. 4:15; 
9:15; 12:11), condemned pilgrimages to Gilgal and Bethel, Israel’s venerable shrines (4:4; 
5:5). Together with Mizpah and Ramah, both Gigal and Bethel are said to have been one 
of those towns with local shrines for Samuel’s circuit judgeship of Israel (1 Sam. 7:16). 
Bethel in particular had been the center of Israel’s cultic life, as the official sanctuary for 
the Northern Kingdom of Israel, together with Dan, as the rival sanctuary to the Temple 
in Jerusalem. Gilgal was also known to be the site of Joshua’s erecting of the twelve-
stone memorial after the crossing over of the Jordan (Josh. 4:20; cf., Josh. 10:43). Amos 
condemned Gilgal and Bethel for their transgressions, since Israel approached their 
worship and ritual without yielding justice and righteousness. The prophet announced the 
divine punishment of “the altars of Bethel” ( iz         -ʾ l, la-tyb twxbzm) by cutting 
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off the altar’s horns (Amos 3:14). As LaRocca-Pitts points out, the altar of Bethel would 
be destroyed not “because it [was] evil in and of itself, but because it [was] part of the 
Bethel cultus of which the prophet disapprove[d].”108 Amos’ denunciation of these major 
cultic places of the Northern Kingdom of Israel, Bethel and Gigal, reflected the prophet’s 
main concern for social justice, rather than “a concern for cultic centralization.”109    
The eighth century prophet Micah, among the earliest of the Minor Prophets and a 
prophet from a small town southwest of Jerusalem, sternly expressed contempt and 
condemnation for the corruptions and pretenses of Jerusalem and its leaders during the 
final quarter of the eighth century B.C.E. Whereas Hosea and Amos condemned the 
    t, Israel’s regional shrines where the proper worship of Yahweh was tempered by 
illicit cultic components, the prophet Micah, in his judgment oracles, called Jerusalem 
itself a high place (    t, twmb; 1:5) and announced its destruction (3:12). The phrase 
“the transgression of Jacob” (pe  ʿ y ʿ qō , bq[y [vp) was positioned in parallel with 
“the high place of Judah” (      y h dâ, hdwhy twmb),110 while Samaria (Israel’s capital) 
corresponded to Jerusalem, the capital of Judah. The doom of Samaria was declared in 
the next verse; Samaria would become like “a heap in the open country” (Mic. 1:6). Later 
in Micah 3, where another reference to b     (twmb) was found, the prophet then 
announced  the doom of Jerusalem: “Therefore because of you Zion shall be plowed as a 
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field; Jerusalem shall become a heap of ruins, and the mountain of the house a wooded 
height” (Mic. 3:12). Though the meaning of this phrase, “a wooded height” (      y ʿ  , 
r[y tymb), is obscure, the focus of Micah’s message is clear: the city of Jerusalem would 
be transformed into a wasteland like an agricultural field to be plowed and a forested 
height. The oracle declared the divine judgment upon the city of Jerusalem and the 
Temple. Distinguished from its conventional usage as a reference to local and provincial 
sanctuaries, the b     (twmb) here probably refers to the Solomonic Temple in Jerusalem. 
The prophet Isaiah mentioned b     (twmb) in reference to provincial cultic 
places (Isa. 15:2; 16:12; 36:7). While only one of the references denoted an Israelite 
b     (twmb; Isa. 36:7), however, the other two references were to cultic b     (twmb) 
located in the country of Moab (15:2; 16:12). In a judgment oracle concerning Moab (Isa. 
15:1-16:14), the prophet described the b     (twmb) in Moab as the place for a communal 
ritual of mourning. Lament over Moab took place in the temple, in the high places with 
mourning ritual that included the shaving of the head:  
Dibon has gone up to the temple, to the high places to weep; over Nebo and over  
Medeba Moab wails. On every head is baldness, every beard is shorn (Isa. 15:2,  
NRSV).  
Another reference to the b     (twmb) in Moab figures in Isaiah 16:12 in the form of an 
anti-Moabite axiom: “When Moab presents himself, when he wearies himself upon the 
high place, when he comes to his sanctuary to pray, he will not prevail.” In this judgment 
oracle about Moab, the     t were used as a term for a sanctuary or a temple, the place 
for one to come to pray. Possibly, Isaiah might have made “these statements to imply that 
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Moab had no shrines which were equal in scale to Jerusalem’s Temple”; their temples 
“were the equivalent of     t in the prophet’s eyes.”111 
In the book of Jeremiah, the people of Judah are said to have constructed b     
(twmb) in association with the sacrifice of children. In Jer. 7:31, they are said to have 
constructed the “high places of Topheth” (      h   ōpe , tpTh twmb) in the valley of 
Ben Hinnom for child sacrifice and have built “the high places of Baal” (      h    ʿ l, 
l[bh twmb) “to burn their children in the fire as burnt offerings to Baal” (Jer. 19:5). 
While the practice of child sacrifice and the construction of       are attested in other 
biblical texts in a separate manner, the association of       (twmb) with the practice of 
child sacrifice here is a distinctively unique feature of Jeremiah.
112
 Apparently, the 
burning platform of Topheth or its associated cultic installations were seen by Jeremiah 
as part of       (twmb).  
According to Ezekiel, the widespread practice of building       (twmb) was 
highlighted by the characterization of its varied locations: “to the mountains, and the hills, 
to the ravines and the valleys: I myself will bring a sword upon you, and I will destroy 
your high places” (Ezek. 6:3b-c, NRSV). The high places were also seen in their towns 
(Ezek. 6:6), and their practices of idolatry were found “on every high hill, on all the 
mountain tops, under every green tree, and under every leafy oak, wherever they offered 
pleasing odor to all their idols” (Ezek. 6:13). Virtually, all places were described as being 
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associated with Israel’s illegitimate worship and idolatry. For Ezekiel,       (twmb) 
represented the embodiment of Israel’s idolatry.  
 
6.5 Summary of Chapter Six 
Biblical concepts of sacred space presented in the Latter Prophets and the 
Writings reflect distinctive perspectives of different biblical writers about various types 
of sacred space and geography. Aside from the mention of the tent-shrine at Shiloh (Ps. 
78:56-72) and the tent that David erected for the Ark (Ps. 132), the terms ʾōhel [lha] (Ps. 
15:1; 27:5; 61:5 [Eng. 61:4]) and  i k n [!kvm] (Ps. 26:8; 43:3; 46:4; 74:7; 84:1) were 
used in the book of Psalms as poetic descriptions for the Temple or Mount Zion. In those 
psalms, the term “tent” was used as traditional language for the Temple, which was 
described as the dwelling place of God (Ps. 15:1; 26:8a; 43:3; 84:1), not only the 
residence of God, but also the dwelling place of “God’s glory” (Ps. 26:8b) and that of 
“God’s name” (Ps. 74:7). The Temple was also described as a place of refuge, where one 
could experience divine presence and protection (Ps. 27:5; 61:5). The term  i k n (!kvm) 
also referred to the city of Jerusalem itself, the city of God (Ps. 46:5). Aside from the 
terms ʾōhel (lha) and  i k n (!kvm), another Hebrew word y  ʿâ (h[yry), which had been 
used in connection with the Tabernacle, conveyed the notion of “tent” as part of building 
metaphors to describe the creation of the world or the created universe (Jer. 4:20). The 
entire cosmos as God’s dwelling place could be viewed as God’s tent.  
In Ezekiel, the future Temple was designated as a  i k n (!kvm), because of the 
nature of this sanctuary as the dwelling place of God. The departure of “the glory of the 
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God of Israel” from the Temple was repeatedly described in Ezekiel’s temple vision 
(Ezek. 9:3; 10:4; 11:22). In his vision of a new temple and a new city in Ezek. 40-48, in 
particular, Ezekiel envisioned the return of the glory of the Lord into the restored Temple 
(Ezek. 43:2-5, 7; 44:4). In a detailed program of restoration, God would reverse his 
judgment by giving hope to the exiles that he himself would forever “tabernacle” with 
them.  
One can explore distinctive portraits of the Temple and/or the city of 
Jerusalem/Zion in different biblical texts. On the one hand, Zion/Jerusalem was described 
as Yahweh’s chosen sacred space, the holy mountain of the Lord and the sacred site for 
the Temple. On the other hand, the transformation of Jerusalem and the exaltation of Zion 
were highlighted as a recurrent theme in the book. Gendered portraits of Zion as female 
were also evident for achieving various literary purposes. The usage of the terms 
Jerusalem and Zion in the book of Isaiah, however, can be differentiated from each other. 
The term “Jerusalem” was generally used, in association with the indictment of the city in 
historical and political contexts, while the notion of “Zion” was employed when dealing 
with the themes of the restoration of the post-exilic Israel. Aside from the recurrent theme 
of the exaltation of Zion, the cosmic scheme of the temple was also to be found in the 
book of Isaiah.  
From the opening chapters of the book of Ezekiel, the departure of God’s glory 
from the Temple and Jerusalem was a fully justified and unavoidable reality as God’s 
punishment of Judah on account of the extremity of its wickedness. The departure of 
God’s glory was equated with the divine judgment of Jerusalem. However, in his vision 
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of a new transformed Temple-society (Ezek. 40-48), the prophet Ezekiel witnessed the 
return of God’s glory to a restored land and a new Temple. The conclusion of Ezekiel’s 
vision was “the New Israel,” not even “the New Jerusalem,” but the new transformed city 
YHWH Shammah. In this “New Israel,” God’s promise of His dwelling (“tabernacle”) 
would be a guaranteed reality.    
 In Jeremiah, the Temple, frequently referred to as the house of Yahweh (    
YHWH, hwhy tyb), is presented as central sacred space which served as a symbol of 
divine election and of divine protection for Judah. However, the people’s general 
assumption that God would never let the Temple, Yahweh’s dwelling place, be harmed or 
destroyed was seriously challenged in Jeremiah (e.g., Jer. 7). The indictment of Judah’s 
sins was that the house of Yahweh has been desecrated by its worshippers, profaned by 
their idolatry and their social injustice. The outcome of their sins was the withdrawal of 
God’s presence from them and their Temple. The divine punishment for Judah’s sins 
would come in the form of exile, as was that of the Northern Kingdom of Israel. 
Jeremiah’s vision report (Jer. 24:1-10), in which he saw a vision of two baskets of figs 
placed before the temple of the Lord, encompassed three principal geopolitical locales of 
the Judean community in the postexilic period: Judah, Egypt, and Babylon. Both the exile 
to the land of Babylon and the eventual return to the land of Judah were viewed as part of 
God’s providential and sovereign plan. The passage in Jer. 44:15-19, which recounted the 
response of the refugees in Egypt to Jeremiah’s oracle, contains important information 
about the veneration of the Queen of Heaven as a distinctive female religion, which 
permitted the presence of women and whose scale extended to include Judah’s leadership. 
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The general spiritual state of the Judean community in Egypt was described as being far 
from proving to be the true community of God’s people.  
The books of Ezra and Nehemiah provide the major historical source for our 
knowledge of Jewish life in Palestine during the post-exilic period. The city of Jerusalem 
needs to receive its due attention for its role in the central task of the rebuilding and 
reclaiming of Israelite identity as God’s people. In Ezra-Nehemiah, its explicit proper 
name “Jerusalem” occurred as frequently as the Temple. Furthermore, the entire city of 
Jerusalem, not just the Temple, was considered holy with the title of “the holy city” (ʿ   
h qqōde , vdqh ry[, Neh. 11:1, 18); the temple-like sanctity was extended to the city as 
a whole. For Ezra-Nehemiah, the entire city of Jerusalem as a whole had distinctive 
meanings, significance, and functions as a sacred space for the early post-exilic Judean 
community. A careful examination of major characterization of Jerusalem as the place of 
the Temple, the city with the walls and gates, and the place for the resettlement, further 
provides insights into why this city was called “the holy city” in its own distinctive 
context.  
The central task of the rebuilding of the Temple and of the community at 
Jerusalem in the early post-exilic period is also echoed in the books of Haggai and 
Zechariah. Whereas Haggai’s oracle concerned the rebuilding of the Temple, the outer 
house of Yahweh, Zechariah’s oracles emphasized the reconstruction of the community 
of Judah, the internal aspect of the house of Yahweh. The portraits of the prophets’ 
proclamations in the books of Haggai and Zechariah are to be examined each in its own 
right, since the main thematic concerns of these prophets reflect a different focus.   
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 The theological significance of the Jerusalem Temple/Zion as the city/mountain 
of God is prominently expressed in the Psalter, especially in a group of psalms called 
“Zion psalms” or “Songs of Zion.” These psalms celebrated Zion as the holy mountain 
(e.g., 48:1-3), the city of God (e.g., 46:4-5; 48:8; 87:3), the unshakable center of the 
world (e.g., 46:7, 11), God’s royal residence (Ps. 68:17 [Eng. 68:16]; 78:68; 132:13), a 
place called his “resting place” (Ps. 132:14). Often, Mount Zion and the City of 
Jerusalem were not distinguished from each other. Rather, they represented the single 
entity of Yahweh’s holy dwelling place. God’s dwelling presence transformed the 
mountain and the city as the sacred mountain and the holy city.  
 Though the occurrence of b  ôt (twmb) is sometimes sparse and limited in the 
Latter Prophets, various portraits of b  ôt (twmb) are found in these sources, each text 
having a different emphasis in dealing with b  ôt (twmb). For instance, in the book of 
Hosea, whose focus was to critique the political, social, and religious life of Israel in the 
final days before its destruction by the Assyrians in 722 B.C.E., Bethel’s high places, 
Israel’s central cultic place (the b  ôt (twmb) of Aven, Hos. 4:15; 5:8; 10:5), were 
represented as the wickedness of Israel’s idolatry, becoming the prime target of the 
prophet’s criticism, together with Israel’s multiple altars ( iz     , twxbzm) and pillars 
(        , twbCm). The prophet Amos, a native of the southern state of Judah, who 
prophesied to and in the Northern Kingdom of Israel, denounced the b  ôt (twmb) of 
Isaac, which represented the cult of the Northern Kingdom, in parallel with the 
sanctuaries of Israel. Whereas Hosea and Amos condemned the b  ôt (twmb), Israel’s 
regional shrines where the proper worship of Yahweh was manipulated by illegitimate 
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cultic elements, in his judgment oracles the prophet Micah called Jerusalem itself a high 
place (Mic. 1:5), announcing its destruction (3:12). 
The prophet Isaiah mentioned b  ôt (twmb) in its conventional reference to 
provincial cultic places (Isa. 15:2; 16:12; 36:7). However, aside from the reference to 
Israelite b  ôt (Isa. 36:7), in a judgment oracle concerning Moab (Isa. 15:1-16:14), the 
prophet Isaiah described the b  ôt (twmb) in Moab as the place for a communal ritual of 
mourning. The prophet Jeremiah identified the burning platform of Topheth or its 
associated cultic installations as b  ôt (twmb), whereas other biblical texts deal with the 
practice of child sacrifice and the construction of b  ôt (twmb) in a separate manner. In 
the book of Ezekiel, the widespread practice of building b  ôt (twmb) was highlighted by 
the characterization of its varied locations (i.e., on all the mountain tops, hills, ravines, 
valleys, towns, under every green tree and under every leafy oak), and the b  ôt (twmb) 
were identified as the embodiment of Israel’s idolatry.  
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CHAPTER SEVEN 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
Integrated Summary & Implications 
 
The present study is an integrated response to profound questions. What 
constitutes sacred space in the Hebrew Bible? How is sacred space defined and 
constructed? What are the features, functions, and models of biblical sacred space? The 
goal of this dissertation is to explore the meanings, significance, and functions of sacred 
space developed in the Hebrew Bible. This dissertation demonstrates that the plurality of 
meanings, significance, and functions, instead of one single answer, is to be given to the 
central question of what constitutes the biblical concepts of sacred space. An exploration 
of the biblical concepts of sacred space involves a discussion of various issues of defining 
the forms, sources of sanctity, rules of access and boundaries, and contexts and uses of 
biblical sacred space. Such an exploration also necessitates an investigation of the 
concepts of graded holiness, ancient cosmology and temple ideology presented in the 
Hebrew Bible. This also requires consideration of the distinctive rhetorical intentions of 
various biblical writers and their perspectives on geographical and spatial realities.  
The dissertation discusses a wide range of categories, models, and geographical 
forms of biblical sacred space: the cosmos, Mt. Zion, the Land of Israel, Jerusalem, the 
Temple, the Tabernacle, sanctuaries and sacred sites, the high places (b  ôt, twmb), and 
the micro-scales of cultic installations, such as the Ark, altars, sacred poles (ʾ      , 
~yrva), and sacred pillars (        , twbCm). From a biblical point of view, the two 
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spheres of the sacred and the profane “co-exist, and it is both possible and necessary” to 
keep these spheres separate.
1
 The sanctity of a place can be restricted and intensified to a 
a certain zone of space or micro-scales of cultic installations. It can also be extended to a 
wider scope of space, such as the entire sanctuary, the entire city, the entire land, or the 
cosmos. 
This study argues that the models of sacred space used in the biblical text reflect 
the manifestation of the specific worldview that is governed by the concept of holiness 
and the particular concepts of God associated with the ideas of divine dwelling presence, 
divine rest, and divine glory. Biblical models of sacred space, such as Mount Sinai, the 
Tabernacle of wilderness, and the Temple of Jerusalem, exhibit a configuration of 
degrees of holiness. Mount Sinai comprised three zones of increasing holiness (esp. Exod. 
19:20-25).
2
 Compared to Mount Sinai, the Tabernacle had three carefully demarcated 
spheres (or zones) of decreasing holiness, moving from the most holy place through the 
lesser holy place to the surrounding court (Exod. 25-31). Apart from the extent of access 
to the different zones of the sanctuary, the distribution of the furniture, materials, and 
metals used in the Tabernacle also marked the level of holiness. Besides, the Temple of 
Solomon (1 Kgs. 6-8; 2 Chr. 3-5) and Ezekiel’s future Temple (Ezek. 40-42) had a 
tripartite gradation of holiness similar to that of the Tabernacle. A configuration of 
degrees of holiness was also reflected in Ezekiel’s future map (Ezek. 45-48): the most 
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sacred zone with the sanctuary, the lesser holy portion of the land, and the 
profane/common land. Ezekiel’s Temple would also be built on a succession of terraces, 
so that the degree of elevation can also demarcate gradations of holiness. Other types of 
places, such as the military camp of Israel, the Garden of Eden, and various cultic places 
or sanctuaries, were to be considered holy on account of God’s dwelling presence or the 
appearance of the divine to these places.  
Biblical concepts of sacred space convey the ideas that a functional temple 
signifies the divine dwelling place and that “divine rest” and “divine glory” are situated 
in a temple. The notion of a temple as the abode for divine rest is an important concept 
for understanding temples in the ancient world. In the Hebrew Bible, the temple was 
described as the dwelling place of God (e.g., Ps. 15:1; 26:8a; 43:3; 84:1), not only as the 
residence of God, but also as the dwelling place of “God’s glory” (e.g., Ps. 26:8b), as 
well as that of “God’s name” (e.g., Deut. 12:5, 11; 1 Kgs. 8:16, 29; Ps. 74:7). The temple 
as God’s abode was also often portrayed as the place where God rested. In Psalm 132, the 
temple was called God’s “resting place” (vv. 8, 10). God’s dwelling place became the 
location where God rested and from which he ruled. Both divine rest and enthronement 
were situated in the temple. The interrelationship among creation, temple, divine rest, and 
divine enthronement is also embedded in a broader ancient Near Eastern tradition, best 
exemplified in the famous Babylonian narrative myth, Enuma Elish, which was also often 
called “The (Babylonian) Epic of Creation.”3  
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Temples in the ancient world were also believed to be symbols or representations 
of the cosmos. The heavenly temple was sometimes identified as the cosmos itself or to 
function as a prototype or archetype for the earthly temple. Conversely, the temple on 
earth was to be viewed as a microcosm of a heavenly temple, symbolizing a major part of 
the cosmos as the place where divine residence could be located. The close connection 
between the cosmos and a temple building is attested both in the biblical text and in the 
literature of the ancient Near East. The temple building text of the Sumerian king Gudea 
of Girsu was one of the earliest Mesopotamian accounts about a temple being the center 
of the cosmos (cf., in the early second millennium B.C.E.).
4
 In the ancient Near Eastern 
context, the blueprint for the construction of temples was thought to derive from the 
divine realm, and thereby temples were meant to connect heaven and earth.
5
 The Syro-
Palestinian temples were meant to be heaven on earth
6
 and considered to be “the 
architectural embodiment of the cosmic mountain.”7 The Egyptian temple building was 
considered to become “a reflection of the world.”8 Likewise, in the Hebrew Bible, the 
cosmos, both the heavenly and the earthly realms, was viewed as a temple for God, where 
divine rest was located (e.g., Isa. 66:1-2a). The biblical descriptions of various objects 
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both in the outer courtyard and in the temple interior contained features that were 
designed based on the imagery of the cosmos, symbolizing cosmic elements.
9
 The 
connection between cosmic origins and the temple was also demonstrated by the 
corresponding elements existing between the creation narrative of the cosmos and that of 
the construction of the Temple/Tabernacle (cf., Gen. 1:1-2:3; Exod. 25-31; 40:1-33).
10
  
This present dissertation has also demonstrated how the model of sacred space 
emphasized in a particular biblical text can represent related transformations of the 
functions, meanings, and significance of the particular Israelite model of sacred space. 
For instance, the establishment of the Temple of Solomon in Jerusalem signified the 
transformation of the legitimate place of worship in ancient Israelite religion, from a 
dynamic model to a permanent, static one. Its roles and meanings are now contingent 
upon the fixed location in Jerusalem. David’s preparations for the construction of the 
Temple and the establishment of the priests and government officials can be seen as part 
of the exercise of his regal authority to promote the centralization of the state and his 
interest in a functioning bureaucracy. With the conquest of the city by David and the 
subsequent construction of the Temple by Solomon, the city of Jerusalem, which was 
originally not an Israelite city, but a Canaanite city, was transformed into an Israelite holy 
city that signified the dwelling presence of God. The division of the location between 
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Jerusalem for the Ark of the Covenant and Gibeon for the Tabernacle was still the case 
even at the beginning of King Solomon’s reign. During the Temple dedication ceremony, 
however, King Solomon was said to have brought up not only the Ark of the Covenant 
out of the city of David, but also the Tent of Meeting from Gibeon into the newly built 
Temple in Jerusalem, along with other holy vessels (1 Kgs. 8:1-13; 2 Chr. 5:1-14). The 
incorporation of both the Ark and the Tabernacle into the Temple of Solomon signified 
that both of these older religious institutions found their ultimate fulfillment in the 
Jerusalem Temple.  
Theologically, Jerusalem functioned as a symbolic place of authority and power 
that governed the core of Israel’s political and religious identity. The meanings, 
significance, and functions of Jerusalem as the fixed location of the Temple also carried 
many other significant political, religious, social, and economic ramifications. From a 
functional point of view, Jerusalem became both a bureaucratic and a ceremonial city. As 
the political capital of Israel’s monarchy, Jerusalem functioned as a government city and 
a locus of politics. As the economic center, the city functioned as the depository of 
national assets. As the religious center, Jerusalem functioned as the only acceptable place 
for sacrifice and pilgrimage. As a pilgrimage site, it also served as a space for celebration, 
a place to visit for religious gatherings and political events, revalidating a wider extent of 
Israelite cultural and religious identity as the covenantal people of God.  
This study contributes to an integrated understanding of the development of 
diverse views of sacred space through a critical analysis of the Hebrew Bible. Throughout 
this dissertation, the study has demonstrated how different emphases or transformations 
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in models of sacred space can convey the distinctive intentions of various biblical writers 
and their perspectives on geographical and spatial realities. For instance, an investigation 
of portraits of Jerusalem/Zion presented in various biblical texts further points to a 
plurality of the meanings, significance, and functions of Jerusalem as space and 
geography. In the Psalter, Zion/Jerusalem was celebrated as the holy mountain, the city of 
God, the unshakable center of the world, and the divinely chosen place for his habitation 
and his royal residence, a place called his “resting place.” In Ezra-Nehemiah, the entire 
city of Jerusalem, not just the Temple, was considered holy with the title of “the holy city” 
(Neh. 11:1, 18). The rebuilding of a walled city of Jerusalem with its gates and “guards” 
signified the extension of the temple-like sanctity to the city as a whole and the creation 
of a new protected space for the Judean community, emphasizing the expansion of the 
notion of holiness that went beyond a specific cultic setting. The entire city of Jerusalem 
as a whole represented a theological locale central to the reestablishment of the identity 
of post-exilic Israel. The rebuilding of the Temple and the community at Jerusalem in the 
early post-exilic period also became a central concern in the books of Haggai and 
Zechariah, each book with different emphases and meanings in its own right. Whereas 
Haggai’s oracle primarily concerned the rebuilding of the Temple, the external aspect of 
the house of Yahweh, Zechariah’s oracles highlighted the internal dimension of the house 
of Yahweh, the reconstruction of the Judean community.
11
   
The knowledge and insights gained from this study will not only assist one in 
broadening his/her perception of the biblical concepts of sacred space in the Hebrew 
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Bible, but will also make one consciously aware of various issues stemming from an 
understanding of the sacred spaces and places in the world. One of the conspicuous 
implications concerns the issue of violence and conflicts over sacred spaces due to the 
“contested” nature of sacred space. Believers “assign great significance to” and “exert a 
strong degree of territoriality over the sacred spaces with which they interact, seeking to 
protect and preserve those spaces’ meanings and uses.”12 In a culturally diverse and 
religiously pluralistic society, this contested nature of sacred space may become a critical 
issue for religious communities today, spawning various forms of violence and conflicts 
over sacred space.
13
 Symbolic forms of violence such as “desecration” frequently occur. 
Examining sacred space from other vantage points may provide an alternative way to 
prevent the conflicts or prepare to deal with them in a constructive manner.
14
  
An increased understanding of the biblical concepts of sacred space can impact 
one’s personal and public worship, informing the meanings, significance, and functions 
of sacred space. A paradoxical tension between God’s static presence in the temple and 
the active aspect of his presence finds its solution in the biblical text: God’s dwelling 
                                                        
12
 Stump, The Geography of Religion, 349.   
13
 For the effects of the institutionalization of sacred space, see Ron E. Hassner, War on Sacred 
Grounds (Ithaca & London: Cornell University Press, 2009), 24-28. See also Stump, The Geography of 
Religion, 349, who argues that conflicts may emerge when a religious community considers a particular 
space to be integral to its worldview and values, and interprets any challenge or interference as a serious 
threat to its religious identity. Stump classifies conflicts according to the nature of the groups contesting the 
space in question as follows: 1) Conflicts between religious groups from separate traditions, 2) Conflicts 
between different groups within the same tradition, and 3) Conflicts between religious groups and secular 
forces (349-363).  
14
 Hassner, War on Sacred Grounds, 7. In addressing the problem of the conflicts over sacred 
space, Hassner encourages a combination of insights from all of the following three approaches: the 
interpretivist, the materialist, and the constructivist (5-8, 154-179).  
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presence cannot be confined to an earthly temple, and God will hear and answer “in 
heaven,” while the faithful pray at a sacred space (1 Kgs. 8:28-53; 2 Chr. 6:1-42). This 
message is powerfully articulated by Sara Japhet:   
[T]he Bible emphasizes the active quality of divine presence: not only does God 
exist; more importantly, He acts. He watches over the world and over Israel. He  
intervenes directly in history, and He answers those who pray to Him. The active  
notion of divine presence that is not limited by space and time, which obviates the  
dangers inherent in a static perception of God.
15
  
A renewed sense of sacred space extends one’s view of the scope of sacred space, 
ranging from the cosmic dwelling of God to various locally constructed sacred places and 
to a micro-scale of the human body as the dwelling place of God’s Spirit and the Church 
as the body of Christ. Taking into account a relational view of sacred space inextricably 
bound up with both God and humanity, one can understand the central significance of 
sacred space in the context of relationships and articulate its meanings and functions in a 
more relational term.  
  
                                                        
15
 Japhet, The Ideology of the Book of Chronicles, 62.  
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